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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations —Twenty-third Report —  
“Annual Hearings in Relation to the Budget Estimates 2009/2010” — Motion 

Committee was interrupted after Hon Giz Watson had moved the following motion —  

That the report be noted. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I welcome the opportunity to continue my remarks. I made some comments 
about the committee’s approach. I believe that the changes have had quite a positive impact to enable committee 
members to drill down and get some detailed information. Clearly, under the annual hearing model alone, it was 
very difficult to get that level of detail. This committee provides a very good opportunity to do that and I believe 
that we have got the balance right. 

The way in which the agencies are called to the committee is also a very good process. I received an email today 
from one of the clerks of the committee to ask which agencies members of Parliament would like to examine as 
part of the estimates hearing. Members of this chamber therefore have the opportunity to list the agencies that are 
of interest to them and of which they would like to ask questions. I believe that is most appropriate. There is no 
doubt that interests of members in this chamber are diverse and that members show a breadth of understanding 
about what is going on right across the public sector. I am always amazed by the participating members on the 
committee in particular who have identified an agency in which the member is interested. I am amazed by the 
extent to which members go to formulate questions and the depth of their knowledge on issues about which they 
are particularly keen to pursue. It makes the whole system of Parliament a much stronger institution when 
members are prepared to do that amount of work to get the absolute best out of the process that has been put in 
place. That benefits not only them, but also the constituencies that they so ably represent. It is a big pat on 
everyone’s back, including Hon Simon O’Brien’s, because everyone makes a very good contribution to the 
budget process, the estimates hearings and, in particular, the annual hearings. We look forward to Hon Simon 
O’Brien’s contribution on his portfolio. I just hope that we get the opportunity to have the minister and some of 
his colleagues appear before the committee for the 2010–11 budget estimates hearings, which will start shortly. 

In relation to the ongoing hearings, it is important for members to understand that, as members of the Legislative 
Council, they are welcome at the ongoing hearings of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations. They are quite welcome to take their place on the committee as members of the Legislative Council. 
They, too, can prepare a range of questions or a line of inquiry and pursue those questions and that line of 
inquiry and get the information that they require. 

We have an excellent process. There are people in this world who at times question the value of the Legislative 
Council and the value of the outstanding work that Council members do on committees. I know that that issue 
comes up every so often, but I think that the state would be worse for not having that very important second set 
of eyes on so many issues and for the Council not acting as a house of review and not being able to engage in the 
process of scrutinising and analysing the expenditure of public moneys on an agency-by-agency basis. 

I want to quickly touch on questions on notice. Because the committee system operates under time constraints 
and because there is so much interest by committee members, it is not always easy for everybody to ask all the 
questions that they want to ask of the relevant minister or the minister’s representative; therefore, it has become 
common practice to allow members to formulate some questions and put those questions to the agency in the 
event that they do not have time to ask those questions during the hearing. That is a very good thing, but some 
people have in the past formulated too many questions. It is very important that we keep a balance with all these 
things. 

Hon Peter Collier: Who would have done that? Who has given too many? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not know who has given too many questions, but I know of some people 
who have in the past formulated too many questions. 

Hon Kate Doust: Ray Halligan. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hon Ray Halligan is a good case in point. 

Hon Kate Doust: He used to pump them out. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He was like a question machine! Hon Ray Halligan used to ask too many 
questions, and so the committee has recognised the impact that this might have on the workload of agencies. 
Although we like to ensure that agencies are accountable, we recognise that there needs to be some balance in 
the system. Consequently, after some discussion, it was decided that we would move to a model not of unlimited 
questions, but of what is fair and reasonable. The minister is shaking his head. 

Hon Peter Collier: Do you think your questions have been fair and reasonable? You have given dozens and 
dozens of questions. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hon Peter Collier seems to have his wires crossed. He is trying to assert that 
somebody on this side of the chamber might have asked too many questions or, indeed, unreasonable questions. 

Hon Peter Collier: Did Ray ask questions? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, Ray did. That is why we had to make some changes. 

Hon Peter Collier: He was on that side, too. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Had Ray not done that, we would not have had to have made those changes. We 
could have had an entirely different system, but because Ray did that, he backed us into a corner and we had to 
make some really hardcore decisions. The point is that we have endeavoured to get the balance right and I think 
that we have done that well. 

Hon Peter Collier: I will remind you of that next time. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I also want to quickly touch on some of the areas that we have drilled down into 
in the work on the budget estimates for 2009–10. Many subjects were covered during the hearings. For example, 
transport was one such area. It is unfortunate that the Minister for Transport is away on urgent parliamentary 
business. Certainly, we looked at the allocation of revenue from fees and charges in the transport portfolio. There 
is no doubt that there is an argument about what is a charge, what is a tax, what is reasonable, what is not 
reasonable and so on. We had a very close look at the transport portfolio. We looked at the allocation of revenue 
from the Perth parking management levy, which members might remember was quite contentious. There was 
debate about whether it was a levy or a tax, whether it was reasonable, what would be the likely impact on the 
public and so on. The Commissioner of Main Roads also appeared and a range of areas of interest were 
canvassed with him. The health portfolio was another area that was covered. We know that the health department 
consumes 25 per cent of the budget; it is in the order of $4 billion annually. That agency has major cost drivers. 
Successive governments struggle with the issue of cost and how it can offer a good health service for a fair price 
that Western Australian taxpayers are prepared to pay. Certainly, health, education and law and order are critical 
agencies. The three of them combined take up close to 75 per cent of the annual appropriation every year, and 
virtually the rest of the agencies carve up the remaining 25 per cent. 

I could go on and on, because this is a very exciting committee. My learned colleague Hon Ken Travers and I are 
proud to be members of this committee. Of course, Hon Philip Gardiner is also a member. He is nodding his 
head because he is clearly also proud to be part of that committee. 

Hon Ken Travers: And I am proud to serve on the committee with Hon Philip Gardiner. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: And I am proud to serve with both members and the chair of the committee. 

Hon Ken Travers: And our fifth member; don’t forget our fifth member. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Who is our fifth member? 

Hon Ken Travers: Hon Liz Behjat.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, we are very proud to serve with Hon Liz Behjat. Given all the pride and 
love that has been shared by this committee, we look forward to the annual budget estimates hearings for 2010–
11. We hope it will be as satisfying as it was last year.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is always a hard act to follow Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, but I will try my best. I would 
like to acknowledge all the members whom I serve on this committee with, as well as those whom I have served 
with in the past. A couple of my former committee members are absent from the chamber on urgent 
parliamentary business. My time on the committee has been a very interesting time. In noting a report like this, 
we should recognise first and foremost that the estimates process is a very important part of the accountability 
processes of the Parliament for the executive. It is one of the few areas, in reality, in which we are able to exert 
some accountability over the executive on the finances. People who understand the Westminster system know 
that it is very important that the Parliament provides scrutiny by examining what is going on within the 
executive. This committee is one of the foremost areas by which that can occur. It is not by accident. It was the 
clear intention of this chamber that the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations have a non-
government majority. It was written into the standing orders at the time of the establishment of the committee, at 
the express request of the current Leader of the House, that this committee have a non-government majority. 
Although it has a non-government majority, it is fair to say that the committee operates on a cooperative basis. 
We have a Greens chair, which means we always operate on a consensus basis in the way we approach matters. I 
do not think I am divulging secrets of the committee when I say it is very seldom that the committee has to take a 
formal vote on matters—it is done by agreement. That is a sign of maturity, and the importance all members in 
this chamber place on the role of this committee to subject the executive arm to the required scrutiny.  
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In my time in this place the estimates process has been subject to constant review. We have often, to put it 
bluntly, struggled to find the most effective way to exercise the review function. We are slowly but surely 
developing and evolving a fairly good process for the way the estimates committee is able to scrutinise the 
government’s finances. We have condensed hearings so that we have short annual hearings. The committee then 
conducts ongoing hearings. There have been similar reports before the chamber about the ongoing hearings that 
are conducted by the estimates committee. The ongoing hearings mean that the committee can look at issues in 
more detail and take more time to look through the issues. The annual hearings are intended to focus on the 
budget papers, and not on the overall financial operations of the committee. Our budget estimates process has 
now been condensed to one day. That is very different from the way in which the other place operates. I think 
that is a good thing. If we are going to be a mirror image of the other place, there is probably not much point in 
having us. We need to find new and different ways to scrutinise the government. The Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations operates in that way. The annual estimates hearings have been brought down 
to a one-day hearing because we have the ongoing committee hearings as well as other mechanisms by which we 
can subject the executive to scrutiny. Having recently gone through the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 
and the appropriations bill to approve previous years’ Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bills, there is an 
argument that there is a role for our estimates committee to play in the scrutiny of those bills. That would be a far 
more productive use of time for not only this chamber but also the committee, the parliamentary secretary, and, 
importantly, the senior staff within the Department of Treasury and Finance. That may be something, along with 
the parliamentary secretary, members of the committee can have a conversation about at a future time.  

It is very important that we remember that when the system of ongoing committee hearings was set up, it was 
done with the understanding that we would move away from the system that applies in the other place. In the 
other place during estimates hearings, the government comes in with a list of questions and it tries to occupy the 
crease with dorothy dixers. The opposition tries to get in as many questions as it can. There is a view that that 
can become a very unproductive process. In this place we opted to move away from government-initiated 
questions. For the first couple of years of the one-day annual hearings, it is fair to say we did not hear 
government-initiated questions. It is noted at point 4.2 of the committee’s report that dorothy dixers started to 
creep in with certain ministers. When it is a legitimate issue within a member’s electorate, government members 
should be able to ask questions. That does not mean that the government should be initiating questions and 
pretending they are initiated by backbenchers when they are clearly dorothy dixers. One of the telling points of 
that is when a member asks a question and the relevant minister immediately says, “Hang on. Yes; I’ve got a file 
for that one.” They have it already laid out. I say to ministers that it is a bit of a dead giveaway when he or she 
has the answer. Thankfully, we have not seen it yet where the member comes in and has the answer written 
below the question! I have seen that happen elsewhere in the past. 

Hon Liz Behjat: Speaking from experience, no doubt.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I am not. I have never done dorothy dixers, I can assure the member.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Go and look through Hansard. I once asked a question of the government when I was a 
government member and everyone accused me of asking a dorothy dixer. It was nothing of the sort. It was 
actually a question to put the government under pressure, but the opposition missed it at the time.  

Hon Kate Doust: I remember.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The parliamentary secretary at the time remembers! The other side just missed it 
completely!  

The point was to try to find efficiency in the operation of this committee and efficiency in the use of people’s 
time. The difficulty is that if we do not have goodwill in that regard, the corresponding response will mean that 
we need to extend the amount of time for estimates. Opposition questions will still be asked, but we will just be 
sitting around the chamber for an awfully lot longer than I think is absolutely necessary. If there is goodwill, 
those things can be accommodated.  

I refer to point 4.4 of the committee’s report. I think there might have been a bit of an issue about this earlier. I 
know Hon Giz Watson made mention of it. Some of the answers provided to the questions taken on notice have 
been inadequate and unsatisfactory. If ministers provide smart alec answers—that is all I can call them—or try to 
narrow the question down to the most carefully constructed, narrow interpretation of it and then give an answer 
to that rather than being cooperative with the committee in providing the answer, it forces the committee to say, 
“All right; we’ll get the minister to sit before the committee so that when he or she gives a smart alec answer, the 
committee can ask a further question and so on.” The end result of that is it is not a productive use of the 
minister’s time, it is not a productive use of the agency’s time and it is not a productive use of the committee’s 
work.  
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Hon Peter Collier: In the same vein, as an example, after budget estimates last year we got over 30 pages of 
questions from Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. We answered all of them. A number of them were not specifically related 
to the budget papers at all. A lot of those questions were purely time-wasting issues. I take on board what the 
member has said but at the same time it needs to be reciprocated.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand the point that the minister is making. I do not think that members should be 
submitting questions for the sake of it. The minister might see a question as nothing more than a time-wasting 
exercise. However, the member who asked the question will find the answer useful in determining the way in 
which the government is operating and spending money.  

Under Hon Giz Watson’s leadership, I am confident that reasonableness will prevail when the issue of 
submitting questions on notice is considered. Hon Giz Watson is held in high regard across the chamber and she 
takes these issues seriously.  

I understand the point that has been made. Often the incredibly detailed and comprehensive questioning is the 
result of members not getting proper answers the first time the question is asked. I will be up-front here—when I 
do not get a proper answer in the first instance, I respond by submitting another 25 questions to try to get the 
answer I want. In fact, I received an answer to a question yesterday, and I have spoken to the minister 
responsible since then, that did not provide the information I asked for. It was a nonsensical answer. It was not a 
question asked through this committee; it was a question asked through the ordinary questioning process.  

Questioning is an important part of the parliamentary process. I understand that there will always be some debate 
around whether questions are necessary. As a committee, we must take our responsibilities seriously. It is very 
important that we get proper answers to questions.  

It is my view that if a question asked by this committee is not answered properly and the information that is 
requested is not provided, it should become an issue under section 82 of the Financial Management Act. If a 
direct question is put to a minister and the minister does not answer it, it is a refusal to provide the information in 
accordance with section 82 of the Financial Management Act. That probably has not yet been tested, but I assure 
ministers that if opposition members continue to get the answers they have been receiving to some questions, 
they will be pushing to have that matter tested. It may not be a refusal in the sense that the answer is a straight-
out no. However, if a direct request is made for information and it is not provided, it is a refusal and will be 
captured by section 82 of the Financial Management Act. Therefore, even though the minister may give a smart 
alec answer, he or she should comply with section 82 by providing the answer. I suggest to ministers that if, as 
we go into the next round of annual estimate hearings, they fail to provide answers to questions, they should 
ensure that they are complying with section 82 of the Financial Management Act.  

In the not too distant future we will enter into another round of estimates hearings. As this is the second year of 
this government, it will be interesting to see how the asking of dorothy dix questions and the answering of 
questions by the ministry pan out. I take on board the comments of the Minister for Energy about questions. I 
certainly note his comment and it is something that the committee will continue to monitor and address. 
Questions are not asked to waste the time of ministers. To be honest, my experience is that there is a purpose to 
most questions that are asked, although it might not be obvious.  

I do not know whether the Minister for Energy has yet discovered that sometimes the answers that are provided 
to him in answer to questions asked by members of the opposition are enlightening. Has the minister had that 
experience?  

Hon Peter Collier: I have on numerous occasions.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: On receiving an answer to a question often one finds it enlightening. As a parliamentary 
secretary I worked very closely with a couple of ministers and I often found it enlightening to read the answers 
that came from the agencies. I also used to change answers. Often the department is more concerned about 
keeping information from the Parliament than the ministers or parliamentary secretaries are. It is an interesting 
phenomenon that some of the smart alec answers come from the agencies. I recall on a number of occasions 
saying that the answer was unacceptable. A member asks a legitimate question and he or she deserves a proper 
and legitimate answer. It is an element that we should take into account. Sometimes ministers find the answers to 
questions incredibly informative. With those comments, I support the report being noted.  

Question put and passed.  

Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1074/33 — Leighton Beach and Environs —  
Statement by Minister for Child Protection 

Resumed from 18 March 2009. 
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Motion 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I move — 

That the report be noted.  

I would like to comment briefly on this report, because this metropolitan region scheme amendment marked a 
very important time in the South Metropolitan Region’s political history. The Leighton Beach development has 
shown that community participation can be very effective in changing what might be seen to be a good plan in 
black and white on paper, but once the community becomes involved, it can become an even better plan. It 
becomes a way that we can shape the community to the way people like it.  

What the Leighton Beach MRS amendment did for the community in North Fremantle and Fremantle was to 
make the residents value their beach more. It taught them a lot about coastal setbacks. A new government policy 
about coastal setbacks was initiated out of this amendment.  

We are now seeing at Leighton Beach the development of a transit oriented development at the train station that 
incorporates park land. The purpose of this MRS amendment is to rezone that area into parks and reserves. The 
original proposal was to have quite a bit of development in that area. It was going to be mostly urbanised with 
apartments. People were afraid of losing their beach and being cut out by a wall of apartments. What we have 
before us now is really the final stages of a very sensible plan. This plan will establish 14.4 hectares of park land, 
which is largely at the north end. If members are familiar with that area, it is where the Beehive Montessori 
School and the heritage building, called the McCall Centre—the old cable station—are located. We will now 
have in that area forevermore, hopefully, a good parks and reserves area. The report goes into quite a bit of detail 
and lists all the people who made submissions about the proposal. One of the groups that made a submission was 
the Leighton Action Group. That group basically spearheaded the campaign to make the proposed development 
more community driven and not just another suburb on the beach. The submission that was made by that group 
pointed to two outstanding issues. The first outstanding issue is that there is a very steep cliff at the northern end 
of the proposed development, near the Montessori school. The area around that cliff used to be the site of the 
Mosman Park tip. The cliff itself is not like the beautiful limestone cliffs that we find near other metropolitan 
beaches. It is, in fact, a contaminated site. When this parkland area is developed and landscaped, that group 
would like that site at the northern end of Leighton Beach to be remediated and cut back from the coastline so 
that we establish the 100 metre setback that is now part of the state coastal planning policy. 

Before I come to the second outstanding issue, it is worth noting that although there were a great number of 
submissions about this proposal, only a couple of submissions raised issues about the proposal as it stands. The 
proposed development is generally supported by the community. The second outstanding issue is Sandtracks 
Beach. That beach is at the southern end of the area that is covered by this metropolitan region scheme 
amendment. This beach is often inundated from the ocean and covered by rocks. The groyne that was put in near 
Rous Head has never really worked. The Leighton Action Group would like some coastal engineering works to 
be done to widen the beach in that area, or basically to infill part of that beach to stop the erosion that is 
occurring at the southern end of that beach. 

This is a great metropolitan region scheme amendment. It is inestimably better than the original proposal. If 
members can think back to December 2000 when this development was initially proposed, they will remember 
that it was an election year. The campaign to claim that beach from what was really an out-of-scale proposal 
actually led to a change of government from a Liberal government to a Labor government. I recall standing on 
the beach during that huge campaign, with over 1 000 people on the beach, and Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
championing our cause. It was a great moment for the community. We really felt that we were being heard and 
that the Australian Labor Party was going to deliver a much better result than the one that the then Liberal 
government was presenting to us. It is worth noting that SOS Cottesloe—the Cottesloe residents and ratepayers’ 
association—made a submission about this proposal. The Heritage Council of Western Australia also made a 
submission. It raised the point that there is an opportunity at the northern end of this proposed development to 
develop an interpretive centre for the McCall Centre, which is a former convict mining depot. The Heritage 
Council would like some archaeological monitoring to be done during the parkland landscaping so that this 
area—which we have managed to save from becoming just another Perth suburb on the beach—can be 
developed into a heritage tourism precinct. 

In the short amount of time that I have had to review this report, I would say that metropolitan region scheme 
amendment 1074/33—Leighton Beach and environs—is a good step forward in urban planning. It also certainly 
takes into account the environmental concerns that we need to consider in our communities. I commend the 
motion that the report be noted.  

Question put and passed. 
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Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation — Thirty-fourth Report — 
“City of Joondalup Cats Local Law 2008” 

Resumed from 10 September 2009.  

Motion 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I cannot resist the opportunity to speak on this motion and to pick up on one of my perennial themes—that is, the 
issue of cat management. This particular report of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation was 
tabled in this house in September 2009, so it has been with us for a while. I note that my colleague Hon Robin 
Chapple was the deputy chair of the committee for this inquiry. The issue that was considered by the committee 
was whether this local law was in breach of the provisions of clause 3.1 of the Local Government Act. The 
report of the committee states on page 6 — 

6.1 The Committee took the view that clause 7 raised a question about the extent of the legislative 
power delegated to local governments. In particular, the Committee considered whether the 
clause sought to widen the scope of clause 3.1 of the Act by legislating for a matter that went 
beyond the accepted notions of local government to make local laws for the good government 
of persons in their district. 

That is very interesting. Members would no doubt be aware from both public debates and debates in this place—
and, indeed, from the bill that I introduced into this Parliament in 2003—there is a lot of impetus to put in place 
laws to regulate the number of uncontrolled cats in this state. One of the things that is fundamental to cat control 
in any state, and particularly Western Australia, is the sterilisation of cats. That would make a great difference in 
lowering the enormous number of unwanted cats in this state. Members are probably aware that the Cat Haven, 
which is the main organisation that deals with unwanted cats, has to euthanise approximately 9 000 unwanted 
cats and kittens every year. That is a very undesirable situation for any person who is a cat lover or has a concern 
for wildlife, or, indeed, holds both those concerns. Local authorities have for a considerable amount of time tried 
to use the provisions that are available to them under their local government powers to introduce local laws, with 
varying success.  

One of the provisions that the City of Joondalup was considering was compulsory sterilisation. The Joint 
Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation found that this would be in breach of the City of Joondalup’s 
powers. The committee states in recommendation 1 of its report that — 

The Committee recommends that the City of Joondalup Cat Local Laws 2008 be disallowed.  

Interesting, the committee states in recommendation 2 of its report that — 

The Committee recommends that the Minister for Local Government give consideration to introducing 
a Cat Bill into the Parliament dealing with such issues as the sterilisation of cats in certain 
circumstances.  

I have had correspondence from numerous local government ministers. I almost lost count with the last 
government of how many local government ministers there were. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich I remember. I think Hon 
Jon Ford was also the local government minister for a while. They all — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Everyone wanted it! 

Hon GIZ WATSON: No. They did not want it. That was the problem. Local government ministers basically 
said we should leave this to local councils to make their own decisions.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: No—I meant everyone wanted to be a local government minister! 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, obviously. Absolutely. It was passed around like in pass the parcel. It was obviously 
a very desirable portfolio. The point I was making is that the issue of dealing with statewide laws to manage cats 
was constantly shuffled back to the local authorities, as it was thought that it was something the local authorities 
should deal with. As members are probably aware, I spent an enormous amount of time and energy consulting as 
many people as I could who were interested in this topic to work out the best way of reducing the number of 
unwanted cats and reducing the impact of unwanted stray and feral cats on native fauna in particular. There was 
a level of frustration with the recognition that statewide legislation was the best way to do it, and this report 
reconfirms that. The state government refused to draft and enact any legislation. I acknowledge that it is difficult 
to get legislation that might suit every area in this state because there is a big difference in cat management 
between Wiluna and Peppermint Grove. 

Hon Robin Chapple interjected. 
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Hon GIZ WATSON: I gather that there are much bigger cats in Wiluna. They are huge. They tend to be a bit 
smaller and cuter in Peppermint Grove.  

It is interesting to go back to this committee report. Page 7 states — 

6.7 On closer examination, however, the Committee noted that clause 7: — 

which is the one to do with sterilisation in local law — 

• imposes requirements on residents to fund and have carried out a surgical procedure which 
alters the condition of their private property;  

Have members ever thought about that? If one requires the sterilisation of a cat, they require an expenditure of 
funds to alter the condition of their private property. I had not really thought about cat sterilisation in that 
capacity. It continues — 

• takes effect in relation to cats that may never leave their owner’s residence or pose a risk 
to wildlife; 

• produces an outcome, sterilisation, that is not linked only to the district, but continues to 
impact on a cat owner for the rest of the cat’s life wherever they choose to live should they 
leave the local government area; and  

• deals with policy matters of statewide concern and interest which require the consideration 
of the State Parliament.  

That is certainly something that I agree with. It is worth highlighting the committee’s conclusions. The report 
states — 

7.1 The Committee concluded that clause 7 was an attempt to widen the scope of the general 
function found in section 3.1 of the Act. The Committee was of the view that clause 7 goes 
beyond the accepted notions of local government in that it imposes a law on a highly 
controversial and emotive subject which has significant implications beyond its district. Clause 
7 results in a permanent effect whether the owner of the cat in question continues to reside in 
Joondalup or in another area. Potentially, this would lead to inconsistency of application 
throughout the State. Further, the Committee did not consider that the scope of the general 
function extends to local governments legislating for matters that, by virtue of their potential 
unique and controversial nature, and their impact at a State level should be debated by the 
State Parliament. 

7.2 The Committee has also formed the view that in providing the wide powers found in section 
3.1 of the Act, Parliament did not contemplate that they would be used to impose compulsory 
sterilisation of animals. In forming this view the Committee noted that the Parliament had 
specifically turned its attention to granting powers to local governments to deal with animals 
which may be private property, by way of impoundment, disposal and destruction.  

It is interesting that we can deal with destroying them but not sterilising them. That is obviously the conclusion 
that the committee came to. The report continues — 

The Committee also considered that Parliament would not have contemplated that section 3.1 
of the Act would authorise the making of local laws about matters of statewide concern that are 
more appropriately addressed by the State.  

That was the conclusion. The other thing that I found interesting to read in this report is that the City of Albany 
took an interest in this matter. I am very aware of that area’s concerns about the number of cats and the impact 
on local wildlife. The major concerns that I have heard over the past 13 years at least come from local areas 
where significant areas of bushland are immediately adjacent. Joondalup is interesting because if we look at the 
impact of stray and unwanted cats, the maximum impact is at the point where relatively undisturbed bush is 
pushed back by development. Joondalup and Wanneroo are areas in which we hear a lot of concerns about the 
impact of cats, and also the major regional centres of Geraldton, Bunbury and Albany. I had many 
communications with both residents and the shire authorities in those areas about the frustration of being unable 
to control the number of unwanted cats.  

I will tell members a quick story. I have a property in Albany. I was there one Christmas with a friend who also 
shares that property. A cat appeared on her veranda. The cat was heavily pregnant, obviously a stray but 
probably not totally neglected. That cat was about to have kittens. My friend did the right thing and rang all the 
neighbours within a 10-kilometre range asking if they had lost a cat. Nobody had lost a cat or was interested in 
this cat. She could not bear to deal with it so she asked me to ring the council and find out what to do with this 
cat. When I rang the City of Albany council, the first thing the ranger said was that it does not deal with cats like 
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this and I needed to get on to my local member and ask that person to get statewide legislation. I said that it was 
very funny he should say that. We had a very interesting conversation about the need for statewide legislation. 
That was approximately six years ago. Unfortunately, nothing has changed in this regard.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: What happened to the moggy?  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I am afraid it has gone.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: How did we dispose of our moggy?  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I went to the vet and signed a form to say that I had tried to locate the owner. I handed the 
cat over and the vet euthanased the cat and then handed it back in a bag, and I took it back and buried it. It was 
very unpleasant. I would not want anybody to do that. That is why we need some legislation that reduces the 
number of unwanted cats. Other people in the country just put a brick in a bag and throw them in a dam, which is 
bad. People take steps to dispose of these cats. They shoot them and do all sorts of things, particularly in the 
country. This is where we have stray and unwanted cats that impact on native fauna. The reason my friend was 
very upset about this cat is that she not only found the cat but she found all the feathers and everything else that 
the cat had just eaten. People have to take some action on their properties.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Pussy was hungry.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, it was hungry. What is the option—keep it alive so it can have another five kittens 
that nobody wants as well? That is the dilemma.  

As much as I understand that the committee had to reach a conclusion based on an interpretation of the powers 
of the Local Government Act—I am sure that the committee’s recommendation is correct that that was beyond 
the scope—it has clearly pointed out the need for statewide legislation. I can only reiterate that the support for 
statewide legislation is very strong, especially from the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
and from cat welfare organisations, particularly the Cat Haven, which has run a very long and commendable 
campaign to have statewide legislation that requires the compulsory sterilisation of cats. I should remind 
members that if we have compulsory sterilisation of cats, one can get a licence to be a cat breeder; it does not 
mean that nobody can breed cats. It just means that we dramatically reduce the number of unwanted litters of 
cats. We have to remember that cats can have three litters a year and they can breed at four months, so they are 
very, very prolific. If they are not sterilised, there are major impacts, not just on the native fauna, particularly 
birds, but also on the health and welfare of the cats themselves.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to temporary orders. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  
 


