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AGRICULTURE AND RELATED RESOURCES PROTECTION (DECLARED ANIMALS) 
AMENDMENT REGULATIONS 2001 

Motion for Disallowance 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.06 pm]:  I speak in support of my disallowance motion.  In 
doing so, I will explain that the Agriculture and Related Resources Protection (Declared Animals) Amendment 
Regulations 2001 are about fluffy rabbits.  A bit of light relief might be in order, but it is a very serious matter.  
The Agriculture Protection Board wants to implement this regulation to deregulate the keeping of commercial 

and pet rabbits in Western Australia.  Many members on the other side would be greatly concerned about rabbits.   

Domesticated rabbits arrived in Australia with the First Fleet.  However, a gentleman called Thomas Austin first 
introduced wild rabbits into Australia in 1859.  He released 24 rabbits that he had brought from England onto his 
property in Winchelsea, Victoria for hunting for sport.  By 1886, rabbits had, with assistance from people, spread 
far and wide.  They had spread west to the Victorian border and north to Queensland and New South Wales.  By 
1910, they had covered most of their present range.   

Western Australia spent an immense amount of money on the No 1 rabbit-proof fence, which was the longest 
unbroken line of fence in the world when it was completed in 1907.  It stretched 1 833 kilometres from 
Starvation Boat Harbour on the south coast to a point near Cape Gourdon on the north west coast.  The fence 
was built to stem the devastating destruction wreaked by hordes of rabbits eating their way westward across 
Australia.  Upon completion, the fence was maintained by eight boundary riders.   

The Agriculture Protection Board wants to deregulate the keeping of commercial and pet rabbits in Western 
Australia because it has not been enforcing the current regulation and is worried about litigation.  The board 
admits that problems have arisen as a result of pet rabbits being kept in urban areas.  Rather than solving this 
problem by enforcing its regulations, as it is obliged to do, the board is trying to get off the hook by removing 
domestic rabbits from the list of declared species.  The briefing notes provided by the Department of Agriculture 
state -  

Problems have arisen as a result of pet rabbits in urban areas.  Non-enforcement of current regulations 
due to a lack of resources, commitment and low priority has resulted in widespread keeping of pet 
rabbits in numbers above what is covered in the regulations . . . Escaped rabbits have reportedly 
undermined property and have caused conflict between neighbours.  If the current status is maintained 
the Agency appears obliged to act under the legislation.  Potential conflict between neighbours may 
result in the Board and the Agency being drawn into litigation.  The Board and Agency can avoid 
liability by deregulating.   

It is an absolute nonsense to suggest that, to avoid their responsibilities, they should deregulate.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  What deregulation are you talking about?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  There is a regulation on the keeping of rabbits, both commercially and as pets.  
Members of this House who work in the agricultural and pastoral sectors would realise that this could have 
enormous consequences for the rangelands and agricultural areas, by exacerbating a problem that past 
Governments have spent millions of dollars trying to bring under control.  The rabbits that were originally 
introduced now cover some 60 per cent of the Australian continent.  People in the agricultural and pastoral 
sectors will know that we have been trying to eradicate rabbits recently with calicivirus.  Calicivirus originally 
came from cats in China and moved into the rabbit population 15 or 16 years ago, and then became a preferred 
method of keeping rabbits under control in Europe.  It was brought to Wardang Island in South Australia, from 
whence it was supposed not to be able to travel.  It was a very stable virus, only 16 years old, but it managed to 
travel with the good old Australian bush fly from Wardang Island to the area around Meningee in South 
Australia.  One of the statements about rabbit calicivirus disease in the notes supplied by the Department of 
Agriculture is ludicrous and very subjective.  It states -  

Pet rabbits vaccinated against RCD which then escape into the wild will not lead to wild rabbit 
populations that are resistant to RCD.  

I suggest that a virus that has mutated from cats to rabbits could mutate quite easily to make the rabbits that 
escape into the wild resistant to that virus, especially if the vaccine in itself mutates.  The document continues - 

The vaccine used for RCD is a “killed” vaccine which cannot reproduce in the host and cannot spread 
to other rabbits.   
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I would like to know where this information comes from, because, quite clearly, evidence suggests that RCD 
was able to travel in the good old Australian bush fly.  It has been able to mutate from cats to rabbits, and has a 
very limited effect currently on juvenile rabbits under 10 weeks old.  

Rabbit calicivirus disease has a number of factors that could mutate.  The level of protection against RCD that is 
provided by the injected vaccine may wane over time.  Annual vaccine boosters are currently recommended for 
pet rabbits.  Any offspring born to vaccinated rabbits will become susceptible to RCD at about 10 weeks of age, 
just like the offspring of non-vaccinated rabbits.  A parallel is being drawn between wild rabbits and 
domesticated rabbits.  Rabbits in the wild have become immune to diseases introduced in the past.   

My concern is that there is a notion, based on conjecture, that domesticated rabbits are somehow not related to 
wild rabbits.  Wild rabbits did not come from domesticated rabbits; domesticated rabbits came from wild rabbits.  
There is a very good possibility that domesticated rabbits will turn into feral rabbits.  After a couple of 
generations domesticated goats can become feral goats and after a couple of generations domesticated cats can 
become feral cats.  Domesticated Greens can become feral Greens. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  We started as feral Greens. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That is right, we did. 

Above and beyond that, we must remember that 24 rabbits initially caused the problem that exists in Australia 
today.  People are not allowed to keep rabbits in Queensland, and other States have significant regulations.  
Tasmania is looking at banning pet rabbits.  Western Australia has a very large domestic and commercial rabbit 
population which is supposed to be regulated to protect agriculture and pasture, yet we are moving a 
disallowance motion to remove the regulations and protection. 

The evidence, according to the Agriculture Protection Board, is that nobody has ever seen a fluffy rabbit in the 
wild.  People have seen feral rabbits, but they have never seen a fluffy one.  No research has been carried out.  
People assume that a fluffy rabbit must be an Angora rabbit.  As members would know, there is a vast range of 
domesticated breeds.  As Hon Murray Criddle has said, Western Australia has problems with very big rabbits, 
and some of the domesticated breeds are huge.  Imagine what would happen if they started getting into 
agricultural regions and doing the damage that a rabbit that size might do.  Some of the domesticated rabbits are 
absolutely enormous.   
My concern is that it would have enormous consequences on the land in agricultural regions if the very agency 
that is required to control and regulate rabbits has no responsibility over them whatsoever.  The reason is that the 
agency is not doing its job.  The Government is becoming concerned that the regulations will cause litigiousness.  
I would suggest that if rabbits are wild in the suburbs and causing the problems that the documents allege, they 
are already in the environment.  The mere fact that we will not do anything about them will only exacerbate the 
situation.   
Information from the Agriculture Protection Board states -  

. There is less risk of domestic rabbits establishing a problem population in the wild than wild 
type rabbits.   

All members would agree that domestic rabbits came from wild rabbits.  That was an interesting observation for 
the APB to make.  It continues -  

Since the domestic keeping of pet rabbits was allowed in 1986 there has been very little evidence 
of domestic breeds establishing in the wild and having an impact on agriculture and the 
environment. 

No scientific study has been conducted; it is merely an observation by APB officers.  They have not seen one; 
therefore, it does not happen.  To continue - 

. Escape of pet rabbits vaccinated against Rabbit Calicivirus Disease (RCD) is unlikely to result 
in establishment of RCD-resistant populations in the wild. 

I bring to members’ attention the use of the word “unlikely”.  It is pure supposition.  It continues -  

. Continued non-enforcement of current regulations may result in the Board and Agency being 
drawn into litigation. 

If that is the sole reason for this deregulation, the issues that we have faced with rabbits over time across this 
nation will be thrown out the window.  The APB also states that instances in which domestic rabbits have 
established in the wild are a result of deliberate and repeated releases into favourable environments.  A previous 
statement suggested that there was no evidence that domestic rabbits had become established in the wild, yet a 
little further down in the same document it stated that they have been established, and it was because humans 
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were involved.  Little Johnnie or whoever else, because rabbits are now totally deregulated, does not have to 
make a report when he wants to get rid of his rabbit.  He is allowed to drop it at the bottom of the garden and 
hope that it looks after itself.  That rabbit will probably find a nice little mate.  We all know what rabbits do quite 
prolifically, so there will quickly be lots of little rabbits.   

The explanatory memorandum that accompanied the Agriculture and Related Resources Protection (Declared 
Animals) Amendment Regulations comes down to these words; that the deregulation follows research which 
shows that domestic and commercial rabbits show almost no capacity to establish wild populations.  Twenty-
four rabbits started the problem that Australia now has.  If we want to introduce rabbits this side of the rabbit-
proof fence, this is a good way to go about it.  It all relies on one assumption; that wild rabbits were not 
originally domestic rabbits.  It seems to be a funny basis upon which to build an argument.   

I will turn to an article by Peter Montague on the precautionary principle - the key plank of ecologically 
sustainable development.  He stated in his article that while we realise that human activities may involve 
hazards, people must proceed more carefully than has been the case in recent history.  Recent history was the 
release of 24 rabbits.  He said that corporations, government entities, organisations, communities, scientists and 
other individuals must adopt a precautionary approach to all human endeavours.  Therefore, it is necessary to 
implement the precautionary principle.  When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the 
environment, precautionary measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully 
established scientifically.  In this case the science is “We have never seen it.”  In this context the proponent of an 
activity, rather than the public, should bear the burden of proof.  I suggest there is no proof of the statement that 
domesticated rabbits are not perceived to be able to establish in a wild environment.  In other words, it should 
not be up to us to prove that deregulation in the release of rabbits will cause harm; it is up to the Agriculture 
Protection Board to prove that the releasing of species that we know have caused untold environmental harm in 
the past will not do so today.  Unless the board can do that, the Greens (WA) cannot support this regulation and I 
hope other members in the Chamber will support this disallowance. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) [10.26 pm]:  Mr Deputy 
President, if you were confused about the speaking order, then I certainly was.  We were negotiating new 
positions as we moved along. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  As long as you have a statement on the order. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I think we have now, Mr Deputy President.  I can understand why members wanted to 
wait until I had responded to Hon Robin Chapple.  It is reasonable that they want to hear the Government’s 
position on the disallowance motion before they respond. 

I will not keep the House long.  The Government’s position on the disallowance motion is simple.  It will oppose 
the motion to disallow the Agriculture and Related Resources Protection (Declared Animals) Amendment 
Regulations 2001 moved by Hon Robin Chapple.  The amendments seek to deregulate keeping requirements for 
commercial and domestic rabbit breeds.  The old regulation was repealed because it served no purpose 
whatsoever; it was irrelevant and contributed nothing to either our agricultural or environmental security.  I 
understand that the motion for disallowance has arisen from concerns that such amendments may increase the 
impact that these breeds have on the environment; that was the crux of Hon Robin Chapple’s address. 
Hon Dee Margetts:  And on agriculture. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, I said on the environment and on agriculture. 
Having listened to Hon Robin Chapple one could have almost formed the view, if one did not know better, that 
on this side of the rabbit-proof fence there are no rabbits.  Of course, Western Australia has very large 
populations of rabbits on this side of the fence, despite the ongoing A5 level control mechanisms of the APB and 
the ongoing release into the environment of rabbit haemorrhagic disease and myxoma virus.  The keeping of 
domestic rabbits historically has been prohibited in this State as a result of the threat, real or perceived, that they 
pose to agricultural industries and to the environment.  In the past 15 years the Agriculture Protection Board has 
periodically reassessed the risks posed by domestic rabbit breeds and has from time to time relaxed the keeping 
requirements of those exotic breeds.  The Agriculture Protection Board’s decision was based on domestic rabbit 
breeds being largely unable to adapt and survive in the wild.  In other words, they pose no real threat as an 
animal with the capacity to establish in agricultural or bush environments.  Even if they did pose a thread, rabbits 
already exist, so it would not be a new threat. 
Hon Robin Chapple:  What is the evidence? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  The evidence comes from the experience of the APB over a number of years.  The 
keeping of these domestic and exotic breeds of rabbits has been permitted in Western Australia for many years 
under permit.  Two outbreaks occurred, which followed a long-term and systemic attempt by people to introduce 
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them to the wild.  They became known to the APB and the very small populations established were quickly 
mopped up.  They posed no real threat. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  That was when it was theoretically legal for them to do that.  How does that relate to when 
there will be no regulation?  That is silly. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not know how many more people will want to release rabbits into the wild - which 
would still be an offence - because we have the regulations or because we do not have them.  In fact I think the 
regulations are having very little effect. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  They will not even try to mop them up next time because it will not be an offence. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will come to that.  Release of a new breed will remain an offence, just as the rabbit of 
any breed, whether wild or feral domestic, will remain an A5 classified animal.  It is not as though we will be 
reducing the level of control of rabbits.  

Hon Robin Chapple:  In reading the notes provided to the APB on this decision-making process, it was clear that 
it wishes to eradicate the large populations of wild rabbits in the metropolitan region.  It is worried about 
litigation for not having carried out its work as a regulator.  That is clearly stated. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That has very little bearing on this regulation. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  There is no potential for release.  This is a result of release in the metropolitan area. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Robin Chapple is talking about a different animal.  He is talking about a wild rabbit.  
The keeping of wild rabbits will still be prohibited.  We are talking about the removal of the regulations that 
apply to the keeping of domestic and exotic rabbit breeds. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Does that include chinchillas? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, the pretty ones, as well as the meaty-type Dutch rabbits.  They cannot survive in the 
wild.  As I said, over the past 15 years, the APB has periodically reassessed the risks and relaxed the keeping 
requirements for the breeds.  The board’s decision was based on domestic rabbit breeds being unable to survive 
and adapt to the wild, which has restricted their ability to establish feral populations.  As I said before, and I 
think Hon Robin Chapple also made the point, the APB is aware of only two instances in which domestic rabbits 
have been established in the wild. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  The notes said it is purely by historic observation.  There has been no evaluation. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Evaluation has been done of the APB’s data. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  Based on what? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is based on its statutory responsibility to control rabbits. 

Hon Robin Chapple interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  We would not mistake one of the Dutch rabbits if we saw it in the bush. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  There are hundreds of species of all different sizes.  We are identifying the giant rabbit, but 
others are small and look very much like wild rabbits; yet they are domesticated.  If you saw one of those in the 
bush you would not be able to separate it from a wild rabbit. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I cannot claim to be an expert on the types of rabbits that are kept, but I understand that 
the range of domestic rabbit breeds is limited to two basic types - ornamental rabbits and meat rabbits - and they 
look quite different from the standard bush rabbit.  The two instances in which domestic rabbits have been 
established in the wild were the result of deliberate and repeated releases into favourable environments.  
Subsequent control action was undertaken to manage those populations.  In any case, it is highly likely that 
rabbit haemorrhagic disease or myxoma virus would kill off any exotic rabbit offspring very quickly. 

Following consultation with Western Australian farmers, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association of Western 
Australia and the Department of Local Government, the Agriculture Protection Board has agreed to deregulate 
the keeping of domestic rabbit breeds.  These rabbit breeds will continue to be declared A5, which means that 
numbers in the wild are to be reduced, if they are found to be at large, and may be controlled if they pose a threat 
to agriculture or the environment.  The keeping of wild-type rabbits will remain prohibited.  

I hope this information is enough to convince members that this regulation is unnecessary and that its repeal 
should be supported by the Opposition.  It is incumbent upon us as legislators to ensure that there is no 
unnecessary regulation that imposes a cost on government and causes a shift of resources from areas in which 
they are needed to areas in which they are clearly not needed.  I appreciate the concern that has been expressed 
by Hon Robin Chapple.  I remember clearly that I argued in much the same terms some 25 years ago in objection 
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to a decision by the APB about the keeping of deer in Western Australia.  The argument that we were presented 
with at that time was that deer were such a rare and valuable animal that they would never become wild in the 
Western Australian bush.  They did, and while they are not a huge threat to the environment or agriculture, they 
nonetheless are another feral animal to add to our already impressive list of feral animals.  I understand the point 
the member makes.  I argue that, unlike deer, we already have rabbits in the environment.  In the unlikely event 
that some of those rabbits were to establish and survive in the Western Australian environment, they would not 
cause any greater threat than the rabbits that are already there, and in any case they would be easily identified 
and controlled.   

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [10.38 pm]:  One Nation supports the Greens (WA) on this disallowance 
motion.  One could say that big fluffy white rabbits would not harm the environment.  I remember that many 
years ago people said that little fat pigs would not harm the environment.  However, if we go into the Harvey 
district and see how the little fat pigs have turned into huge wild boars that can probably kill us, we soon realise 
that those little fat pigs have turned into very large animals.  I hate to use the old cliché or throwaway line “breed 
like rabbits”, but that is exactly what they will do.  There is no question about it.  There is no evidence that these 
big fluffy white rabbits will not breed like rabbits when they are out in the environment.  Harmless little foxes 
were brought to Australia for the English gentlemen to chase around in the bush.  When I drive back home to 
Ledge Point at night I probably see about a dozen foxes.  They cross the road many times, and they are a major 
concern.  I have an apartment in East Fremantle, and I have just shifted my lovely domesticated city cat, who 
weighs 22 kilograms, to Ledge Point.  He is a rather large cat.  He wanders around the bush at Ledge Point with 
the wild cats and chases them.  He probably has some girlfriends in the bush.  He certainly assimilates in the 
bush. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  He breeds like a pig. 

Hon Kim Chance:  But has he lost any weight? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  No, he has not lost any weight, but I know that he has caught up with some little ladies 
there.  Hon Robin Chapple made a very good point: 24 harmless little rabbits were let loose.  Goodness me.  
There would be more than 24 rabbits within 200 metres of my property.  I believe that we should adopt a tougher 
stance with even the domesticated, nice, fluffy-type rabbits.  They should be on a register in the State of Western 
Australia so that we know who has rabbits.  We are now heading towards registering American pit bull terriers, 
for God’s sake.  My daughter has an American pit bull terrier, and she must now put a photograph of the dog on 
her front fence.  In fact, in the photograph, the dog is lying on its back asleep.  A sign on the front fence of her 
property, with the photograph of this sleeping American pit bull terrier, says, “This dog is dangerous” - 
apparently.   

My point is that we are regulating against American pit bull terriers because they are dangerous.  A big fluffy 
rabbit is just as dangerous in the environment, because a nice, thin buck that is running around in the bush will 
probably find it attractive to mate with that fluffy rabbit.   

Hon Kim Chance:  And then they become man-eating rabbits.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  We can laugh, but in 20 years we might be wondering how to eradicate 30 kilogram 
wild rabbits in the bush that are fighting the pigs, the goats and the wild cats for their part of the environment.  It 
is absolutely ridiculous to deregulate.  Environmentally, it is dangerous to introduce or deregulate a species that 
has a track record.  There is no question about rabbits.  The throwaway cliché is as old as time - they breed like 
rabbits.  The breeding cycle of a rabbit is humungous.  It is said that one or two may get out.  I know of one 
young kid in particular who got a little fluffy rabbit for Christmas.  That fluffy rabbit was gorgeous.  He was 
carried around the yard and the house for about three or four days.  It is now May, and I bet that young kid does 
not even know where the rabbit is.  It is running wild around the backyard somewhere.  It comes up to and greets 
people.  It will be only a matter of time before it gets through the fence and a dog eats it or it goes into the wild.   

I am sure that a rabbit can assimilate in the wild, because most other animals such as pigs, goats and dogs can.  
Next, we will probably consider deregulating dingos and maybe foxes, and that would be a disaster.  Where will 
it stop?  If anything, we should go the other way with rabbits; that is, we should register, not deregulate, them.  
One Nation opposes the motion.  

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [10.44 pm]:  I am very reluctant to disagree with scientific advice 
and the like.  I have listened to the Minister for Agriculture who said that farming organisations have agreed with 
this motion; however, that message has not been passed to me.  I am uncomfortable with this issue.  The minister 
rightly identified that deer had got into the open.  Two days ago I received a complaint about deer on the loose in 
our area and I know that others have been shot.  We were assured that that would never happen.  On top of that, 
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although other pests and diseases and plants like Paterson’s curse were never meant to get out of control, they 
are.  We are also battling with other pests and diseases.   

I would like more assurances regarding this issue from the minister.  He can reintroduce regulations whenever he 
likes.  At present, rabbits are a major blight.  The rabbit calicivirus has not had the impact that it should have and 
myxomatosis has lost its impact, particularly in my region.  I regularly travel the roads of Western Australia and 
often see rabbits on the road.  I understand that domestic rabbits would not survive in the wild, as the minister 
said.  I have seen the meat variety of rabbits in cages at Kendenup, and they are very large animals.  I would hate 
to think what would happen if they got into the wild because they would destroy a lot of crops, including my 
own. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Did you ever read the book, The Year of the Angry Rabbit? 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I would not be game.  I probably am being a little sceptical, but our protection 
agencies are under enormous pressure.  If the minister gave me an assurance or introduced legislation here at 
another time, I would reconsider my position.  However, rabbits do a lot of damage to the environment and to 
production in Western Australia, not only to crops but also to feed for animals.  Bearing in mind that I have seen 
other pests get into the wild, despite assurances that they would not, I will agree with the disallowance motion 
when it goes to the vote.  

HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [10.47 pm]:  I have listened to members’ arguments and like Hon 
Murray Criddle I am concerned.  History shows that we have been assured before that pests would not get out of 
control.  I did not understand whether the Agriculture Protection Board would be placed under a further 
administrative burden.  

Hon Kim Chance:  It would be, but I would not call it a major burden; it is a small amount.  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  A few years ago, a young bloke at Koorda raised some deer about 30 or 40 
kilometres from where we live.  Although he thought he had good fences, we had more deer on our property than 
his.  I suggested to him that he should invite shooting parties to his property as a tourism venture rather than 
farm them for meat.  When foxes were introduced, people were told that they would never be a problem and that 
they would be hunted with hounds and cries of “tally-ho.”   

For a number of years the Opposition’s ideology has been to free up a lot of regulations and deregulate 
industries.  I agree with Hon Murray Criddle that the Department of Agriculture could give better assurances.  
This concern is always at the back of our minds because we all know what rabbits are capable of doing.  I 
thought that tonight members would talk about the little rabbit they had as kids, like they did during the debate 
on the Dog Act.  I had a white chinchilla that got out, and I do not think that my mother and father were very 
impressed.  I do not even know whether we were allowed to own it; that was about 40 or 45 years ago.   

The Opposition is concerned with this issue.  People have not said to me that the motion should not be 
disallowed.  A while ago I spoke to my counterpart in the Legislative Assembly, Mr Rod Sweetman, who told 
me that he felt a bit uneasy about the way in which we were heading.  I do not know how many commercial 
rabbit farms we have in Western Australia.   
Hon Kim Chance:  Not many.   
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The two outbreaks that Hon Robin Chapple mentioned alarmed me.  We hope 
that people who keep rabbits ensure they do the right thing, but there is always someone who does not.  These 
rabbits would be hard to hit on the road; they would cause a bump.   
Hon Kim Chance:  They would rip out your diff.  
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The Opposition does not want to be negative, but it will support the disallowance.   
Hon Kim Chance:  I take the point, and I will not call a division.  We need to bring back a better argument.  I am 
relaxed.   
HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [10.51 pm]:  I am probably the only member in the House whose family 
raised meat rabbits.  In the early days following the Second World War, when meat was hard to get in Britain, 
my family had meat rabbits.  By the time they were big enough to be ready for the oven, they had become pets.  
None of the family would butcher them and my mother would not cook them.  I do not know what happened to 
them.  Perhaps they were released into the wild. 
Hon Ken Travers:  Perhaps that was the chicken pie you ate.   
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It could have been.   
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The wild rabbit we know today was introduced many years ago from Europe, which has a totally different 
environment from ours.  The same argument could have been put then.  An animal was brought in from a foreign 
environment, and we all know how successfully it adapted to our conditions.   

The regulations dealing with housing rabbits are so strict that compliance is extraordinarily expensive.  That has 
been a huge deterrent.  Hon Murray Criddle mentioned some of the commercial ventures.  There was one not far 
from my home, but it went broke - the running costs were too great.   

I do not believe there is a huge demand for pet rabbits.  It is not worth the risk to try to satisfy the whims of a 
very small percentage of the population.  This country has suffered and is still suffering enormous damage as a 
result of the introduction of rabbits.  The damage they have caused is probably greater than that caused by salt, 
and the cost of control is ongoing.  The dangers of salt will become more evident before long.  I certainly support 
the motion.   

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.53 pm]:  I thank members for their indications of support.  
In response to Hon Paddy Embry, the document I was reading from indicates that the keeping of pet rabbits is 
increasing at a significant rate.  That was one of the reasons for not regulating - it was becoming an onerous task.  
Question put and passed. 
 


