Wildlife Stocks
MICHAEL WARBY INTERVIEWS JOHN WAMSLEY

F everything goes according
to plan, in May 2000, investors on the Australian Stock
Exchange will be able to invest in wildlife in a very direct fashion.
Earth Sanctuaries Ltd (ACN 008 164
903), the company founded by Managing Director Dr John Wamsley to set up
and run private wildlife sanctuaries, is
being listed on the Stock Exchange. A
prospectus has been issued and the offer
closes on 14 April 2000. If all the shares
being offered are sold at the offer price
of $2.50, Earth Sanctuaries Ltd will have
a market capitalization of $70 million.
As at September 1999, the company
already had over 4,000 shareholders,
with over 20 million shares issued.
As stated in the prospectus, the core
business of Earth Sanctuaries is conservation, and it has a subsidiary activity
in eco-tourism. Well-known conservationists and wildlife experts Professor
David Bellamy, Professor Des Cooper
and Dr Harry Butler have all lent their
names and support. The company has
been in operation for 15 years, currently
operates six Sanctuaries and is developing more.
Dr Wamsley pioneered the Earth
Sanctuary concept with Warrawong
Sanctuary in South Australia. The sanctuary was fenced off with feral-animalproof fencing, feral animals were then
eliminated from within the sanctuary
and wildlife species reintroduced. It was
Dr Wamsley’s contention that the main
reason for the loss of wildlife in Australia was the introduction of feral animals, particularly predators such as foxes
and cats. The success of the 34-hectare
Warrawong Sanctuary, and of the five
others which have followed
(Yookamurra, SA, 1,100 hectares;
Scotia, NSW, 65,000 hectares;
Buckaringa, SA, 2,000 hectares;
Tiparra, SA, 2,000 hectares; Dakalanta,
SA, 13,000 hectares) serve as a vindication of his views, both on the threat
to Australian wildlife and how that
threat is most practically dealt with.
(The company also manages a 3,485hectare property at Hanson Bay in
South Australia.)
On Tuesday, 7 March 2000, the IPA
interviewed Dr Wamsley.
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IPA: What prompted the decision to list on
the Stock Exchange?
We need to raise funds and it was where
the funds could be raised.
IPA: According to your prospectus for the
listing, you already have 4,000 shareholders. Do you have any feel for what draws
them to this particular investment?
They want to get involved in what we
do. The first investor who came in said
he wanted to be green, but he took out
his half million profit when it came to
that.
It is interesting to see that people
take a profit when a profit is to be had.
It is the old story: money is not everything but it is a long way ahead of whatever is in second place.

I object to people
putting our wildlife
in front of bulldozers to protect their
idealistic views, and
that is what is happening at present
IPA: Barry Cohen, a former Commonwealth Minister for the Environment, in his
attempts to set up a private sanctuary in
NSW, found his biggest barrier was the
regulatory authorities.
That is interesting, in that he came from
those authorities himself. There is no
doubt that regulation is the biggest problem. It is interesting that someone with
his experience and knowledge could not
get past the regulatory barrier. We have:
I think it is a matter of having the commitment.

IPA: Do you see making environmental
concern profitable as the most important
way forward for conservation?
It is the only way: things which are not
profitable must fail, or be run in a minimum way. That is why Australia’s conservation record is so poor. It is seen as
part of the welfare sector, yet there is no
way an animal facing extinction can
compete with a hungry baby. You can
spend all your life changing the system
if you want to, but what we’ve done is
see how to make it work.
IPA: You mention, in the prospectus, that
in the last 500 years, over 60 species have
become extinct worldwide, 20 of which are
Australian. Why is our record so bad? And
why are your figures for species extinction
so much lower than those often quoted?
I am talking about mammal species.
‘Animals’ include lizards, worms, insects. It is very hard to document all of
them. We try to be very specific in what
we are doing, and in reporting on results, and the easiest way is to stick to
mammals.
As for why Australia’s record is so
poor, we have what is known as ‘the island problem’, where species evolve
away from other animals. New Zealand
had the same problem, Hawaii had the
same problem, Madagascar had the same
problem. We are the biggest island, so
our problem was so much greater than
anywhere else.
IPA: On page 13 of the prospectus, the issue is raised about the limited marketability
of native fauna. What would you like to
see governments do in this matter?
I am not sure. Whatever happens, I am
more concerned that we can take advantage of it for the benefit of our shareholders and wildlife.
We tend to look at laws and say we
have to work with them. Though the
simplest way to look at the problem is:
if you stopped the trade in sheep how
many sheep would there be in Australia
in 20 years? If you had a trade in bilbys,
I have no doubt that there would be a
lot more bilbys.
Again it comes back to idealism versus the facts of life. I appreciate that
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Facts versus
Phantoms

there needs to be regulation, but it
should be regulation for the benefit of
species, not for the benefit of idealism.
I don’t mind if people lie in front of bulldozers to put their idealistic views, but I
object to people putting our wildlife in
front of bulldozers to protect their idealistic views, and that is what is happening at present.

BRUCE N. AMES

IPA: What do you find is the reaction of
the wider environmental movement to
Earth Sanctuaries?
Suspicion. The environmental movement is split into two parts, profit and
not-for-profit; business and charity. I
guess that business is always suspicious
of charities and charities are suspicious
of business. There are more green businesses coming on line, and they all have
a part to play.
The not-for-profit organizations
form an extreme breadth of groups. If
you look at the extreme left, you see
groups which are basically government
funded to lobby and protest. There is an
interesting symbiosis there: generally
Labor governments give a fair bit of
funding to green groups and they generally support Labor governments. This
has built up over time. Those groups
don’t believe you should do things, they
believe you should just talk about it.
Then there are the ones in the centre, the ones which collect money from
the public to do good things—groups
such as WWF and RSPCA. They collect enormous amounts of money. Much
of it goes on administration, some of it
in public relations to collect more money.
Then you get to the right side, such
as Greening Australia and other groups,
which involve volunteers actually doing
things. Yet they are not allowed to be
on the conservation councils because
they are not regarded as ‘green’ enough.
There is a big, broad, range of groups
there: as much breadth there as is there
is in business.
We get on very well with some
groups, and are opposed by others. The
groups on the left oppose us very heavily but we get together with the groups
on the right and do joint projects with
them.
IPA: Thanks for speaking with us, is there
anything you want to say in conclusion?
If anybody has any sense, they would buy
our shares. The future will tell that they
are an excellent buy now.
IPA: Thank you very much.
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T is popular these days to
espouse an apocalyptic
vision of the future of our
planet. Pollution is being
blamed for global warming and ozone depletion, pesticides for cancer. Yet these and
many other environmental causes are
based on weak or bad science. The reality
is that the future of the planet has never
been brighter. With the bankruptcy of
communism, the world is, one hopes, on
the path to democracy, free markets, and
greater prosperity. Science and technology develop in a free society, and free markets bring wealth, which is associated with
both better health and lower birth rates.
Scientific advances and free markets can
also lead to technologies that reduce pollution at the lowest cost. A market for
pollution rights is desirable—polluting
shouldn’t be free—and is much more
effective than a bureaucratic monopoly. In
my scenario for the future, I would like to
see environmentalism based on scientific
fact, directed at solving real problems
rather than phantoms.
An example of this problem is the public misconception that pollution is a significant contributor to cancer and that
cancer rates are soaring. As life expectancy continues to increase in industrialized countries, cancer rates (unadjusted for
age) also increase; however, the ageadjusted cancer death rate in the United
States for all cancers combined (excluding lung cancer from smoking) has been
staying steady or decreasing since 1950.
Decreasing since 1950 are primarily stomach, cervical, uterine, and rectal cancers.
Increasing are lung cancer (which is due
to smoking, as are 30 percent of all US
cancer deaths), melanoma (possibly due
to sunburns), and non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma. Cancer is fundamentally a degenerative disease of old age, although external factors can increase cancer rates (cigarette smoking in humans) or decrease
them (eating more fruits and vegetables).
A second misconception is that highdose animal cancer tests tell us the significant cancer risks for humans. Approximately half of all chemicals—whether
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natural or synthetic—that have been
tested in standard animal cancer tests have
turned out to be carcinogenic. These
standard tests of chemicals are conducted
chronically, at near-toxic doses—the
maximum tolerated dose—and evidence
is accumulating that it may be the high
dose itself, rather than the chemical per
se, that is the risk factor for cancer. (This
is because high doses can cause chronic
wounding of tissues or other effects that
lead to chronic cell division, which is a
major risk factor for cancer.) At the very
low levels of chemicals to which humans
are exposed through water pollution or
synthetic pesticide residues, such increased
cell division does not occur. Thus, they are
likely to pose no or minimal cancer risks.
The third misconception is that human exposures to carcinogens and other
toxins are nearly all due to synthetic
chemicals. On the contrary, the amount
of synthetic pesticide residues in plant
foods is insignificant compared to the
amount of natural pesticides produced by
plants themselves. Of all dietary pesticides,
99.99 per cent are natural: they are toxins
produced by plants to defend themselves
against fungi and animal predators. Because each plant produces a different array of toxins, we estimate that on average,
Americans ingest roughly 5,000 to 10,000
different natural pesticides and their breakdown products. Americans eat an estimated 1500 mg of natural pesticides per
person per day, which is about 10,000 times
more than they consume of synthetic pesticide residues. By contrast, the FDA found
that residues of 200 synthetic chemicals,
including the synthetic pesticides thought
to be of greatest importance, average only
about 0.09 mg per person per day.
Dr Bruce N. Ames is a Professor of Biochemistry and
Molecular Biology, and Director of the National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences Center,
University of California, Berkeley. He is also a
member of the National Academy of Sciences. He
has received numerous awards and has published
extensively. This article originally appeared in the
Fraser Forum of November 1999.
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