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CAT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON ED DERMER (North Metropolitan) [5.04 pm]: Prior to question time I was talking about the special 
qualities that a person can find in a companion animal in the circumstances of a very close and positive 
relationship both for the animal and the person concerned. I talked about loyalty. I talked about uncritical 
affection. I talked about the honesty that exists. The other very important quality is the trust that a companion 
animal can give to the person concerned, and how restorative and life affirming that can be for the person who 
has the good fortune to have such a relationship with a companion animal.  

If a person is infirm or less mobile than most of us, the love of a companion animal is often a very large and 
essential part of that person’s life. For a person who is infirm or has limited mobility or is in any way confined to 
their residence more than most of us are, a cat is probably a more practical option as a companion animal than a 
dog. 

A person who is infirm and more confined to their residence is also more likely to be on a fixed and limited 
income than people in the general population. For these reasons, I am very concerned about the costs entailed in 
the Cat Bill. For people for whom their cat or cats are such a central part of their life, and who may well be on a 
very limited income, the financial imposition entailed in this bill may be impossible for them to meet. I 
appreciated the briefing I attended on 27 September, during which the staff were able to give me some very 
helpful detail. We talked about the costs that would be entailed in complying with the requirements of this bill. 
The figure I was given for the microchipping was $45 a cat; the costs of sterilisation varied. For a female cat the 
estimate was $105 with a concession, and $130 without; for a male cat it was $105 without a concession, and 
$85 with. I then asked about the other costs involved, and I was told that the actual process of registration would 
cost between $10 and $20. Adding up the maximum figures within those ranges, where there was a range 
offered—$45, plus $130, plus $20—I came up with $220. That is a significant cost, and how significant that cost 
is is naturally in proportion to the income of the person concerned. But, as I said, for people who find it difficult 
to leave their home, whether they are infirm or have mobility issues, the companion animal can be a matter of 
utmost importance to their life. It is not unknown for people in that situation to have more than one companion 
animal, and obviously that cost will be multiplied by the number of animals a person has. I think that is a very 
serious concern, and I can see that leading to very tragic circumstances for a number of people in our 
community. That is one of my concerns about this bill.  

I was pleased to hear the Minister for Local Government, during his reply to second reading debate in the 
Legislative Assembly, state — 

I will also be looking for assistance for low-income earners towards the cost of sterilisation, as well as 
financial assistance to local governments. 

The minister’s representative minister is in this place, as are other members of the cabinet, and I implore all of 
those ministers to be most generous when they are considering assistance for low-income earners in dealing with 
the implications of the bill that we are considering.  

It is important to remember that the bill, essentially, will apply retrospectively. The provisions will apply to all 
cats as of 1 November 2013. Cats are often a very long-lived animal, so an arrangement that a person may have 
today with one, two or perhaps even more companion cats is one where they will need to confront these costs in 
a fairly short time, so I again implore the government to be generous in providing support for low-income people 
to enable them to comply with the provisions of this bill, should it become an act.  

I think it is very important to understand that many people legitimately and responsibly look after multiple cats. 
One of the concerns about this bill is that it will enable local government authorities to set a limit on the number 
of cats a person may have. Hon Giz Watson asked whether it was possible for a local government authority to set 
a limit of zero cats. That is a very important question, and one to which I look forward to hearing the minister’s 
answer. It would be an outrageous scenario for a local government authority to declare that no-one in its 
jurisdiction was allowed to have a cat. It would be an outrageous scenario for people who have been living in 
such an area for a very long time and who have a long and established relationship with their cat or cats to be 
confronted with their local government authority saying that they have to move out or get rid of their cat. I fear 
that that is quite possible within the terms of this bill. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I don’t think it will. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 
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Hon ED DERMER: These are all matters that the minister representing the Minister for Local Government 
must clarify. It is quite reasonable to think that someone responsibly and legitimately looking after three or more 
cats could find that their local government has decided to follow Hon Giz Watson’s earlier advice to bring in a 
restriction of two cats only per household. That person would then have the dreadful option of choosing which of 
their three cats they would need to get rid of. In that situation would they euthanase a cat if they could not find 
an alternative home? Would the cat that had come to live with and enjoy being part of that family then have the 
trauma of being separated from that household and sent to another one? That would be a dreadful choice for 
anyone to have to make, but I can foresee that choice arising out of this bill. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: It is highly unlikely. 

Hon ED DERMER: If I am wrong in my understanding, I would be delighted to hear the minister explain how I 
am wrong. I fear that I am not wrong. I fear that my understanding is correct. If today I had a number of cats and 
my local government authority, within the terms of this bill, decided that the set maximum number of cats per 
household was fewer than the number I had, I would need to part with one or more of those cats to comply with 
that requirement. I am glad the minister is listening to me. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I always listen to you, Hon Ed Dermer! 

Hon ED DERMER: I am pleased and I am looking forward to the minister addressing that concern, which I 
think is a very serious one. 

It is not uncommon for someone to responsibly own and care for a multiple number of cats. Thinking about this 
takes me back to the funeral that I attended for the late Mrs Bev Gallop. I had the good fortune of getting to 
know Bev Gallop quite well. I cannot think of a person who would be more caring and responsible than the late 
Mrs Bev Gallop. I remember listening to the various people who spoke at Mrs Gallop’s funeral. I recall one 
particularly evocative story relayed by someone at the funeral—I cannot remember who it was—about Bev 
Gallop and her love for cats. I cannot remember how many cats she had; I think it was four or five. The story 
was that Bev’s love for cats was matched by her love for her garden. The delightful, evocative description from 
the person, which I still recollect clearly from the funeral, was of Bev surrounded by her cats while working in 
her garden. The analogy drawn was between Bev and Queen Cleopatra surrounded by her attendants in the 
garden. It was a very touching tale, and I think it is a really good example to show how a responsible and caring 
person can responsibly care for a multiple number of companion cats. As best I can recollect, either four or five 
cats were referred to. 

I want to go through my concerns with the bill again because I want to make sure, first, that we get decent 
responses from the minister in her reply to the second reading debate. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: When have you never had a decent response from me, Hon Ed Dermer? Clarify! 

Hon ED DERMER: I am looking forward to the minister’s response and to her dealing with these matters. In 
anticipation, therefore, I want to go through these concerns, but I also want to put them on the public record 
because I hope that what I say today will contribute to the review process. As I said, I hope that when the review 
process actually comes into effect, it is one that is open to changing the legislation to meet concerns that arise 
from the legislation after it is enacted.  

I talked about cost. I have heard it said that people who can afford to buy a cat can afford to meet the cost. I do 
not accept that argument because an additional cost is an additional cost. A person may be able to afford to buy a 
cat, but that does not necessarily mean they can afford the additional costs. Many cats are acquired informally, 
rather than purchased; for example, through a family member whose cat has had kittens. It was interesting to 
hear in contributions to the debate of a number of cats who have selected their owners rather than vice versa. I do 
not think it at all valid to argue that people who acquire responsibility for a cat can afford to meet those costs, 
and obviously that applies in a multiple of ways for those people who take responsibility for more than one cat. 

I am also concerned that people who find themselves unable to afford the provisions in this legislation will be 
tempted to ignore them and that should this legislation pass there will be a widespread dumping of cats. People 
who find the whole regime of the bill too difficult to comply with, but who cannot bring themselves to euthanase 
their cats, may decide to let the animal go its own way—to at least give it a fighting chance to live. That is a 
logic that people quite often apply. If we see an influx of dumped cats, many of the bill’s objectives, rather than 
being advanced, will be regressed—if that is the appropriate word. Rather than the objectives being advanced, 
the outcome will be the reverse of what we hope to achieve. 

I previously talked of my concern about the consequences of local government authorities limiting the number of 
cats a person can own to a number less than people currently own, and how in that situation people could be 
forced to choose between losing their home—that is, being forced to move to another local government 
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authority—or lose their cats, many of whom are looked after responsibly and who have a very dear and 
important relationship with the people concerned. 

The requirement for collars is another concern of mine. I was interested to listen to Hon Michael Mischin earlier 
today talking about going through, if I remember correctly, $40 worth of collars in the course of a week as a 
result of collars disappearing and the cost of having to replace them. I have had people explain that collars can be 
a serious danger to cats who can catch them on a tree branch—cats have an inclination to climb—with the 
potential for strangulation. Other problems arise when a cat gets its foreleg caught in the collar, leading to all 
sorts of terrible problems when the cat is immobilised. I understand that some collars will give way under those 
sorts of pressures, which is good for the safety of the cat but which of course leads to the cat not wearing a 
collar. In that case, despite Hon Michael Mischin’s best efforts to spend money to keep replacing his cat’s collar, 
there will be, by definition, a time in which the cat has no collar; thereby drawing the unfortunate attention of the 
local government authority ranger and exposing the cat to danger, even though it is the cared for and loved pet of 
a person or family, in ways that I will mention later. 

Another issue of concern to me is that of the register of cat owners and the public availability of that register. 
Again, referring to Hon Michael Mischin, there are people in our community who have an obsessive hatred for 
cats.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon ED DERMER: Over the years, many people have come to my electorate office in a state of localised civil 
war over some dispute or other with their neighbour. I can imagine people accessing information about who has 
a cat from a publicly available register and indulging in antisocial behaviour directed towards the cat owner. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: No; that is not available anymore. 

Hon ED DERMER: I am sorry, minister; you had an interesting interjection that I did not quite hear. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I said before that the public register has now gone from the bill. It is not there 
anymore.  

Hon ED DERMER: I am very pleased to hear that, minister. The other concern that was raised with me was 
about people using those lists for marketing exercises, which would also be a nuisance. Well, the minister has 
addressed one of my concerns already! I hope she has similar success with the other ones I raise; I say that 
perhaps more in hope than in expectation, but I know she will do her best! 

I would like to look at clause 27 of the Cat Bill 2011. This is a copy of the bill that I was provided with by the 
attendants, so presumably this is the up-to-date edition of the bill as it has emerged from the junior chamber—the 
Legislative Assembly, sorry! 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders.  
 


