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			The Government Gazette No. 42464 dated 17 May 20191 amended Table 7 of the Animal Improvement Act (Act no. 62 of 1998), which lists breeds of animals, to include at least 32 new wild animal species, including 24 indigenous mammals. The list includes threatened and rare species such as cheetah, white and black rhinoceros, and suni. Some alien species such as lechwe, various deer species and rabbits are also included. The cornerstone of the original Act is ‘To provide for the breeding, identification and utilisation of genetically superior animals to improve the production and performance of animals in the interest of the Republic; and to provide for matters connected therewith.’ 

			By declaring these wild animals as landrace breeds (in Table 7 of the regulations), the Act implies that they are locally developed breeds. The Act typically provides for landrace breeds to be bred and ‘genetically improved’ to obtain superior domesticated animals with enhanced production and performance. Similarly, provision is made for the Breeders Association to lay claim to the breed and to establish specific breed standards for animals to be included in stud books. Animals declared as landrace breeds can also be used for genetic manipulation, embryo harvesting, in-vitro fertilisation and embryo transfers. As indigenous species of wildlife are included in the recent amendment to the Act, the amendment is flawed. 

			Here we point out numerous concerns in the new legislation, including the process of consultation, and argue that the law will not improve the genetics of the species mentioned but will have considerable negative genetic consequences and pose ecological and economic risks. We also suggest that this new law is in direct conflict with other biodiversity laws in South Africa.
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			The consultation process

			This amendment was seemingly processed without any public (including industry user groups or the scientific community) participation or consultation, and without the knowledge of the national and provincial conservation organisations which, together with the Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries, are responsible for the protection of all wildlife/game species in South Africa.

			Legislation implications

			The listed species are also covered by other legislation that potentially clashes with the new legislation (Supplementary table 1). As there are spelling mistakes and scientific names are not given, there is confusion over which species are being referred to (Supplementary table 1). However, as pointed out by Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife (EKZNW)2, the new legislation does not repeal or replace existing laws: NEM:BA (including ToPS Regulations and the Alien and Invasive Species Regulations) and KZN Nature Conservation Ordinance 15 of 1974 all still apply. However, even in KwaZulu-Natal, where there is close cooperation between game breeders and the provincial conservation organisation (EKZNW), EKZNW still has difficulty in keeping track of what happens on game farms and in enforcing legislation.3 This new law will add to this difficulty, and will likely be less controlled in some other provinces.
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			What are the genetic implications?

			The genetic consequences of intensive or semi-intensive breeding (farming) of wildlife species are negative, and considerable.

			Genetic diversity is the fundamental basis of diversity within species and determines the underlying health and long-term survival of a population.4 Populations with higher genetic diversity have more options (different alleles) for adapting to ever-changing environmental conditions. Genetic diversity is, therefore, essential for the evolutionary process of natural selection to occur. However, if only the so-called ‘best’ alleles (from a game breeders’ perspective) are passed on to each successive generation, it would eventually lead to a population with reduced genetic diversity.5 Thus, selection by itself does not maintain genetic diversity in any given population. Long-term population viability, and evolutionary potential, depend more on processes such as genetic drift and gene flow, not only selection. Genetic drift is the random change in population allele frequency. The process of genetic drift does not account for fitness or ‘superiority’ of an allele and will often keep alleles in a population by chance, despite heavy selection for or against that allele. However, when populations become small, genetic drift has a corrosive effect on genetic diversity, and can quickly remove alleles from a population within a few generations.6 

			The current NEM:BA ToPS Regulations (Act 10 of 2004) regulates breeding of the listed species to protect their gene pool for the long-term conservation of wild populations. However, intensive breeding through artificial (non-random) selection of individuals for commercially valuable traits (e.g. horn size/shape, coat colour) represents humans taking over this natural process. Such artificial selection by humans is even more powerful than natural selection in creating distinct phenotypes within very short timeframes. Although domesticated animal species have been around for thousands of years, most of our modern domestic animal breeds developed through a marked increase in intensive animal breeding within the last century or two.7 

			The major difficulty with artificial selection is its focus on obtaining a desired or genetically superior phenotype, but without the built-in safety net of natural processes, which allow genetic drift and gene flow to maintain population genetic diversity in the background. Intensive and semi-intensive breeding invariably leads to small isolated (closed) populations because it is the quickest way to produce a desired phenotype. These populations lose genetic diversity through artificial selection for the so-called superior traits, as well as through genetic drift (a consequence of small populations) and lack of gene flow (a consequence of isolation). 
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			The full negative impact of reduced population genetic diversity then becomes clear as most individuals in the population become so closely related that they all possess the same lethal or deleterious allele copies for the same genes. This then increases the chance that an individual will receive harmful copies of a gene from both parents in a phenomenon known as inbreeding depression.8 In the wild, natural selection purifies or purges populations of these harmful alleles on the rare occasion when a homozygote emerges. The domestication of traditional farm animals was, therefore, necessarily a lengthy process because it had to allow time for natural selection to purge populations of harmful alleles before they became a burden (load) to the population. However, modern-day breeding practices require the establishment of the desired phenotype as quickly as possible. In these populations, lethal homozygotes increase and, with the population usually being small, will soon be unable to bear the accumulated genetic load of all the ‘bad genes’.9 

			Finally, intensive and semi-intensive breeding often leads to hybridisation because individuals from other parts of the species range (other subspecies), or other closely related species, are also present on the same land. This is a common occurrence in South Africa. Although hybridisation is the opposite of low genetic diversity and inbreeding, as it leads to increased genetic diversity, its negative consequences for long-term population survival should not be understated.10 Attempting to increase population genetic diversity on wildlife reserves in this way is unethical for the following reasons. Populations of wide-ranging species are often adapted to local conditions, especially if local conditions can be markedly different from the rest of the species’ range, as is the case in temperate South Africa relative to the rest of tropical Africa. While managed gene flow may be required, and even essential, to maintain long-term genetic diversity of many wild large mammals, gene flow between evolutionary divergent populations can disrupt local adaptability and lead to the loss of unique alleles in receiving populations. It is, therefore, disingenuous to claim that genetic diversity of intensively managed populations can be maintained through translocations if, in reality, the translocations are undermining locally evolved adaptive traits. Hybridisation between species, or very distantly related subspecies, compounds this effect even more because the hybrid will not be adapted to either parental environment, which leads to reduced fitness and survival.11
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			What are the ecological and industry considerations?

			Extralimital or exotic species can have benefits such as ecotourism.12 However, the ecological implications of moving some of these species are potentially large. For instance, rabbits can cause massive environmental impacts.13 Due to the lack of transparency and details, we do not know how these species will be managed and, therefore, what the ecological implications will be. A logical endpoint of this legislation is that we will have two populations of each species: one wild and one domesticated. We suggest that maintaining this distinction will be expensive, if it is actually possible. Thus, domesticated varieties of wildlife will represent a novel, genetic pollution threat to South Africa’s indigenous wildlife that will be virtually impossible to prevent or reverse.14 

			In conclusion

			We provide concerns and threats which arise from the amended Table 7 of the Animal Improvement Act (Act no. 62 of 1998). Most importantly, we point out that the main aim of the law, which is ‘To provide for the breeding, identification and utilisation of genetically superior animals to improve the production and performance of animals in the interest of the Republic…’ is fundamentally flawed when applied to wild animals on this amended table. The genetic consequences of the law are likely to be severe for some of the listed species. We, therefore, believe the process and reasons given for the addition of indigenous wild game species as landraces is a risk to South Africa’s biodiversity heritage, as enshrined in the Constitution.

		

	
		
			South African Journal of Science (Research Article)

			Reclassification of South African wildlife as farm animals

			References

			1.	South Africa. Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. 2019. Animal Improvement Act (62/1998): Regulations relating to amendment of Table 7 of the regulations. Government Gazette no. 42464:664; 17 May [cited 2019 Dec 12]. Available from: http://www.gpwonline.co.za/Gazettes/Pages/Published-National-Government-Gazettes.aspx?p=2

			2.	Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife. Animal Protection Act: Legal status of game species in KZN [webpage on the Internet]. c2019 [cited 2019 Dec 12]. Available from: http://www.kznwildlife.com/ANIMAL%20PROTECTION%20ACT.html

			3.	Kamuti T. The fractured state in the governance of private game farming: The case of KwaZulu-Natal Province, South Africa. J Contemp Afr Stud. 2014;32:190–206. https://doi.org/10.1080/02589001.2014.936678

			4.	Lande R. Risks of population extinction from demographic and environmental stochasticity and random catastrophes. Am Nat. 1993;142(6):911–927. https://doi.org/10.1086/285580

			5.	Norris AT, Bradley DG, Cunningham EP. Microsatellite genetic variation between and within farmed and wild Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) populations. Aquaculture. 1999;3:247–264. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0044-8486(99)00212-4

			6.	Frankham R. Genetics and extinction. Biol Conserv. 2005;126:131–140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.05.002

			7.	Akey JM, Ruhe AL, Akey DT, Wong AK, Connelly CF, Madeoy J, et al. Tracking footprints of artificial selection in the dog genome. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA. 2010;107(3):1160–1165. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0909918107

			8.	Wright S. Evolution and the genetics of populations. Vol. 3. Experimental results and evolutionary deductions. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press; 1977. 

			9.	Lynch M, Conery J, Burger R. Mutation accumulation and the extinction of small populations. Am Nat. 1995;146(4):489–518. https://doi.org/10.1086/285812

			10.	Edmands S. Between a rock and a hard place: Evaluating the relative risks of inbreeding and outbreeding for conservation and management. Mol Ecol. 2007;16:463–475. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294x.2006.03148.x

			11.	Mayr E. Systematics and the origin of species, from the viewpoint of a zoologist. New York: Columbia University Press; 1942.

			12.	Maciejewski K, Kerley GIH. Understanding tourists’ preference for mammal species in private protected areas: Is there a case for extralimital species for ecotourism? PLoS ONE. 2014;9, e88192, 8 pages. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088192

			13.	Measey J, Hui C, Somers MJ. Terrestrial vertebrate invasions in South Africa. In: Van Wilgen BW, Measey J, Richardson DM, Wilson JR, Van Wilgen BW, editors. Biological invasions in South Africa. Berlin: Springer; 2020. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32394-3_5

			14.	Skead CJ. Historical incidence of the larger land mammals in the broader Western and Northern Cape. In: Boshoff AF, Kerley GIH, Lloyd PH, editors. Port Elizabeth: Centre for African Conservation Ecology, Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University; 2011.

		

	OEBPS/image/orcid.png





OEBPS/image/orcid1.png





OEBPS/image/CrossCheck.jpg
®

Check for
updates






OEBPS/image/Somers_(Research_Article).png
(]
® South African
[ Journal of Science

o v safs.coza

The implications of the
reclassification of South African
wildlife species as farm animals

Michae J. Somers; Michele Walters; John Measey;
W.Mazrin Strauss; Andrew A. Tumer Jan A. Verter; Lizanne Nel:
‘Graham H. Kerly; W, Andrew Taylor & Yoshan Moodley

Somers MJ, Walters M, Measey J, Sirauss W, Turmer AR, Venter JA,
etal. The implicalions ofthe reciassifcation o South Afrcan wildie
‘Species as farm animals. § Alr J Sei. 2020:116(1/2),

ArL #7724, 2 pages.

Hips://doi org0.17159/5ais 20207724





