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CAT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 7 September. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [4.38 pm]: I rise to make some comments on the Cat Bill. As the Minister 
for Local Government stated in his second reading speech, what we are trying to achieve with the Cat Bill 2011 
are certainly intentions that the opposition supports. I do not think there is any doubt that the regulation of cats is 
a necessity. The minister, in the second paragraph of his second reading speech, sets out the reasons we need a 
system of regulation in Western Australia. He made the point that approximately 5 000 cats are euthanased in 
Western Australia each year. From some of the comments made by other members, it may be that those figures 
are actually considerably higher.   

I want to start by reading part of an email that I received from a constituent that highlights his and his wife’s 
frustration with the unregulated system in which we now operate — 

Our life has been made a misery over nearly 40 years with stray, wild, and people letting their cats out 
at night, etc. Fighting in the vacant block next to us, under our bedroom window, killing bird life we try 
and attract to our garden and fouling our garden & house … are a common occurrence. We became so 
desperate several years ago that we set a Cat Trap (from the Cat Society) & caught at least three 
wild/straycats; one with an abscess the size of a teacup on its head. We gave the Society a donation to 
have the cat put down humanly. The people at the Cat Society said that the cat must have been suffering 
terribly for many, many months. 

That email sets out some of the frustration of my constituents. I have not had many emails; I have had only a 
couple of emails or contacts about the Cat Bill. On the one hand, we have people who are frustrated with wild 
cats and, on the other hand, we have the impact that wild cats may have on wildlife. Many arguments have been 
raised about how we humanely deal with cats that are ultimately euthanased.  

The minister’s bill has a number of components, but it particularly provides for sterilisation, registration and 
microchipping. The minister made the point in his second reading speech that, effectively, the legislation is 
trying to get some consistency and, perhaps, create a regime similar to the Dog Act. I dare say it is more onerous 
than the Dog Act. Indeed, some members have made the point that it is a comparison with the Dog Act. It is 
important to note that the government has already been quite critical of the Dog Act. The government has said 
that it does not think the Dog Act is a terribly efficient way to manage dogs in Western Australia. The 
government has been very critical of the regulation contained in the Dog Act having a weighing impact on our 
overall economy. Certainly the shadow Minister for Local Government, the member for Warnbro, raised this 
point. He said that we all agree that cats have to be regulated; nobody disputes that. During consideration in 
detail, the opposition will ask the minister a number of questions about whether this particular regime that he is 
establishing is too onerous, whether it goes far enough in other areas and why some areas are included.  

The minister would have heard the shadow Minister for Local Government make the point—the member for 
Forrestfield made a similar point—that we will have microchipping, so why will we also have a tagging process 
involving local government? That very question was considered by that very impressive organisation of some 
time ago, but which we no doubt all recall—the Red Tape Reduction Group. The Red Tape Reduction Group 
had the pleasure of the member for Scarborough and Hon Ken Baston travelling all over the state to examine 
areas of red tape within which to free up our apparently highly constrained economy, so that we could all go 
about living better lives and conducting business better. When we look through the recommendations in 
“Reducing the Burden: Report of the Red Tape Reduction Group”, we see that the recommendations, incredibly 
enough, were specific to the Dog Act. The group specifically looked at the Dog Act as a piece of legislation that 
was putting unfair and unwarranted weight on the operation of the Western Australian economy. The group 
made two recommendations specific to the Dog Act. Recommendation 15.7 —  

Legislate to introduce the option of lifetime dog registration.  

That is, pay the fee — 

Ms L.L. Baker: Such as microchipping.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I thank the member for Maylands; I will come back to that in a minute. 
Recommendation 15.8 relates to the maintenance of a dog register. Much has already been said about the 
maintenance of a dog register. I will question the minister on this issue in consideration in detail. After all the 
minister’s merges that did and did not happen, I have forgotten how many local government authorities there are. 
How many do we have now?  

Mr G.M. Castrilli: We have 138.  
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Mr B.S. WYATT: That means we will end up with 138 different systems to manage cats. The Red Tape 
Reduction Group highlighted that as a terribly inefficient way to manage dogs. Recommendation 15.8 of the Red 
Tape Reduction Group’s report, “Reducing the Burden”, prioritised centralised dog registrations. That clearly 
makes the point that having nearly 140 different systems on which to register dogs is not an efficient system. In 
fact, the Red Tape Reduction Group went on to state that by centralising dog registrations — 

… this recommendation has the potential to result in increased efficiency to the local government sector 
and a potential saving of $151 000. 

That is not a huge amount of money, I guess, when we are talking about the entire Western Australian economy. 
Bear in mind that the Red Tape Reduction Group found only $44 million in savings. The member for 
Cannington already made the point that $44 million is effectively the margin of error. However, this was 
something on which the taxpayer spent a fair amount of money and it is worth considering what the Red Tape 
Reduction Group found when it came to the Dog Act, bearing in mind that many members and the minister have 
said that we will model the Cat Bill on what occurs under the Dog Act. Our eminent members on the Red Tape 
Reduction Group even quoted in the report a representative from the Shire of Serpentine–Jarrahdale on lifetime 
registration as saying — 

“It would easier if we just had to register a dog once. It should be up to the owner to inform [local 
governments] if their details change.”  

The member for Maylands made that point that the cost of microchipping is a one-off payment. It is paid once 
and that is the end of the story. I took the trouble of calling a friend of mine who is a vet and we had a discussion 
about the Dog Act and the Cat Bill and various bits and pieces, because I did not understand it all. The minister 
will be pleased to know that, as a vet, my friend is supportive of the Cat Bill. He told me that a microchip is the 
size of a grain of rice, which I did not know. He also made the point that there is a $65 fee for the lifetime of the 
cat and that includes the microchip. The information about the owner is then on a database. Apparently, two 
companies in the east maintain these databases, but for all intents and purposes they share the information so that 
there is, effectively, one database. It costs $65 for the lifetime of the cat. All the information that I assume the 
minister wants in the local government databases is in the microchips.  

I dare say the minister will make some comments on enforcement. Ultimately, the minister wants enforcement to 
be at the local government level. No doubt, the minister will make some arguments to that effect. The media 
release, going back now to January 2009, that led to the Red Tape Reduction Group was put out by the then 
Treasurer, the member for Vasse. He made the point that he not only established the Red Tape Reduction Group, 
but also introduced “a best practice system of screening and amending registration overseen by a regulatory gate-
keeping unit within DTF”. The then Treasurer said that he was “acting resolutely to correct the state’s 
performance in regulation”.  

I know that the minister is deep in conversation with someone other than me, but he is keenly listening. I FOI-ed 
where we are with the regulatory gatekeeping unit and the process we go through with new legislation. The 
minister’s second reading speech made the point that the elements of the bill were prepared as part of the 
regulatory impact assessment process. Under FOI, I was fortunate enough to receive the notes and overheads of 
the former Department of Treasury and Finance when it went about educating government departments on what 
the regulatory gatekeeping unit does and on the regulatory impact assessment process. The process is a two-
tiered system, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman), I know you will be delighted to know. Initially, there is 
a preliminary impact assessment, which must be undertaken for all regulatory proposals, and no doubt the 
minister was keen to get a PIA done for the Cat Bill. However, if the PIA makes the assessment that the 
proposed regulations in the bill will have a significant negative impact, another assessment is done—the 
regulatory impact statement process. That is a much more significant process. The Department of Treasury went 
on to state — 

Once a RIS — 

That is, the regulatory impact statement process — 

has been triggered, an economy wide assessment of the proposal is conducted—which includes 
examination of social and environmental impacts if they occur. 

The question is: did the PIA throw up the fact that there would be a significant negative impact? No doubt the 
minister can answer that in his response to the second reading debate, or it is a matter we can pursue during 
consideration in detail. However, the Department of Treasury did state — 

If the regulatory proposal substantially alters or limits the way the activities of a business are 
undertaken, then a significant impact may exist.  
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As the minister said in his second reading speech, this bill, the Cat Bill, is a major initiative in this state. We 
know that. It is a significant initiative in this state, so I dare say that the PIA process triggered the fact that this 
bill will substantially alter the way activities are undertaken. Further, are there any new compliance burdens that 
would result if the proposed measure was introduced? I do not think there is any doubt that the legislation that 
the minister has introduced, the Cat Bill, will create a significant negative impact on the way in which those 
businesses that breed and sell cats, or pet shops, currently operate. No doubt the RIS process was triggered, and I 
look forward to the minister making some comments about that in his reply. 

Further, I would like the minister to enlighten the Parliament, either in his reply or during consideration in detail, 
on another matter. The Department of Treasury went on to make the point that businesses may be affected. 
Clearly, in this situation, businesses will be impacted on by the Cat Bill; therefore, the minister must consult with 
the Small Business Development Corporation. I am sure that the Minister for Local Government will be very 
keen to honour what the then Treasurer said was a commitment to act resolutely to correct the state’s 
performance in respect of regulation. No doubt he spoke with the Small Business Development Corporation to 
see exactly what impact this bill will have on the small business sector. We know that the Red Tape Reduction 
Group in its “Reducing the Burden” report said that the Dog Act is inefficient and that with the two 
recommendations that it identified, over $200 000 could be saved in efficiencies. Yet the Cat Bill is replicating 
the Dog Act and creating another set of inefficiencies, in the government’s own words. The minister may 
convince us that these inefficiencies are needed to achieve the desired aim of regulating cats and cat ownership 
in Western Australia. Maybe he will; and, if so, so be it, because again I want to make the point that the 
opposition agrees with the minister that we need to regulate cats and cat ownership. 

I will not go through the bill clause by clause—we have consideration in detail for that—but I want to highlight a 
couple of questions. Again, whether the minister answers them in his second reading reply or in consideration in 
detail does not really concern me at the moment. However, I note that clause 6 is headed “Cats to wear tags”. I 
come from a family that has owned cats. We have owned cats for most of my life, except perhaps for the last few 
years, and every time I have tried to get a collar on a cat, it has been terribly difficult, minister. Cats are 
notorious collar wearers, from memory, and I put that to that friend of mine who is a vet, and he made exactly 
the same point. Cats will do all they can to get rid of their collars, so it suggests to me that perhaps this clause 
has been drafted by a dog lover and not a cat lover. Otherwise, why would we require a cat to wear a collar, 
bearing in mind that if that cat is picked up by the local ranger without a collar, and the microchip says, “This cat 
is owned by Paul Papalia”, Paul Papalia is guilty unless under clause 6(3) he can prove a number of things—that 
it was somebody else’s fault that the cat had no collar; that it was an accident that the cat had no collar; or some 
other cause beyond the accused’s control. If a fictional Paul Papalia cannot prove why his cat was not wearing a 
collar, even though his cat is microchipped and identified, he will have to wear a fine of $5 000. I am curious as 
to why we have a situation in which a cat that must be microchipped also has to have a tag that is effectively 
worn as a collar. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: One other question has intrigued me. In regard to registration, microchipping and 
sterilisation, the bill mentions six months of age. Clause 5(1) states — 

The owner of a cat that has reached 6 months of age must ensure that the cat is registered — 

Or sterilised or microchipped — 

with the local government in whose district the cat is ordinarily kept. 

I am curious about this. I understand that when a person’s kitten hits six months of age, that person is required to 
register that cat. But what if the Town of Victoria Park, my local government authority, resents the fact that it 
now has to go about registering cats—I am not saying that it will; this is a hypothetical situation—and it says, 
“Right. We will comply with the legislation, but you’ve got until the cat is 20 years old to register it”? That is 
what I am curious about. I understand that once the cat is six months old it has to be registered, but there is no 
time frame within which that cat must be registered. The Town of Victoria Park may say, “Well, once it’s six 
months old you’ve got to register it, but you’ve got until the cat is 20 years old to register it.” Therefore, one cat 
and, I dare say, 10 000 or 20 000 others will come across the books as having to be registered. If the minister 
could guide me to where in the bill there is a time frame within which a cat has to be registered once it hits six 
months, I would appreciate it. 

I want to raise two other issues before I sit down. The first is cat control notices. Under part 3, “Management of 
cats”, clause 25 states — 

A local government may give a cat control notice to a person who is the owner of a cat ordinarily kept 
in its district. 
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I assume that the purpose of a cat control notice is simply to tell the owner of a cat to obey the law, but it must be 
borne in mind, I assume—the minister can correct me if I am wrong—that a local government has to go through 
the cat control notice process before it goes about seizing the cat. Is it something that must happen before the 
local government can go about busting down doors and seizing cats or is it simply another process that the local 
government authority has to try to get people to comply with the law regarding cat control notices? 

I will raise one other issue in my second reading contribution, because I know that I can question the minister 
about this later. Clause 54 deals with warrants for entering premises and states — 

A justice may issue a warrant authorising an authorised person to enter premises if … 

(a) there are reasonable grounds for suspecting that there is at the premises anything that may 
afford evidence of the commission of an offence against this Act; 

I will be very interested to hear what sort of evidence the minister expects to be found. Would it be tag removal 
devices perhaps? I am not exactly sure. We are giving considerable powers to local government to manage cats, 
and those powers may indeed be necessary. However, I am very keen to hear from the minister about why we 
have microchipping, plus tagging of cats, and the introduction of the local government authority into the process 
of cat management.  

At the beginning of my contribution, I stated that all members agree that cats must be managed. I read out a 
constituent’s email about the angst he and his wife have experienced as a result of stray cats in their garden and 
the destruction caused to native wildlife and fowl on their property. I want the minister to answer my questions 
about the regulatory gatekeeping unit and about the PIA and the RIS, and the process. I want to know whether 
the PIA said that there would be a significant negative impact and that it would be necessary to go through the 
RIS and whether the minister considered this impressive report, “Reducing the Burden: Report of the Red Tape 
Reduction Group”, that made the point that the Dog Act is weighing down the Western Australian economy. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: It is a serious matter! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That act must be amended! The weight of the Dog Act on the Western Australian economy is 
so significant that two recommendations of the Red Tape Reduction Group were to amend it, firstly, by 
centralising the registration of dogs. I wonder whether the minister considered doing that, because what he 
proposes now with the Cat Bill will add another burden to the Western Australian economy. The member for 
Scarborough and Hon Ken Baston have both highlighted some of the key findings of the government’s own 
report. After travelling the length and breadth of Western Australia, they found out—they found out! 

I also want the minister to tell the house whether local governments will be able to register a cat for life, or will it 
be a year-by-year proposition? I do not know. Again, minister, this report, “Reducing the Burden”, highlighted 
the fact that lifetime registration would save over $50 000 a year for the Western Australian economy, which, 
when combined with central registration, would represent a dramatic saving of more than $200 000 a year. I am 
curious: is the government reading its own reports? Is the government serious about red tape at the same time as 
being serious about the control of cats in Western Australia? I want to conclude by referring to the media release 
put out by the former Treasurer, the member for Vasse, when, as part of the Red Tape Reduction Group, he 
outlined the regulatory gatekeeping processes because he was acting resolutely to correct the state’s performance 
in its regulation-making practices. I look forward with some anticipation to the minister’s response to the 
questions about the system he is setting up under the Cat Bill and whether, under the processes identified by the 
Red Tape Reduction Group, the minister has looked at whether the regulations he has set out are warranted, 
bearing in mind the findings of the Red Tape Reduction Group. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr R.F. Johnson (Leader of the House). 
 


