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Should captive bred species be released into the wild?
Introduction
	Captive breeding for recovering endangered animals has been used for many years and has been an increasingly used technic in the most resent years (Syder et al. 1996). Breeding captive animals to be released into the wild has shown to be a good technic in certain species of animals, such as the California Condor, the Mauritius Kestrel, the Black-footed Ferret, and the Guam Rail (Syder et al. 1996).   But not all species benefit from captive breeding, such as the Mallard, which had a low genetic introgression of the captive group that was released (Champagnon et al. 2012). Although captive breeding has many limitations that cannot be overlooked, scientists are taking a step in the right direction to help captive bred species overcome these limitations. As the endangered species list grows, different efforts are being made to preserve animals in their natural environment. Captive breeding should be viewed as a last resort in species recovery and not a long-term solution because of the inevitable genetic and phenotypic changes that ensue in a captive and controlled environment (Syder et al. 1996). Should captive bred animals be released into the wild or should alterative conservation efforts be made?
Results 
	There are many limitations of captive breeding. Achieving a self-sustaining captive population is something only achieved by a small percent of animals that have been bred in captivity (Syder et al. 1996). Many factors contribute to the failure to breed such as lack of psychological, physiological, or environmental requirements, effects of hand-rearing, behavioral incompatibility, and inbreeding depression (Syder et al. 1996). Without a sustaining population, the conservation will not be successful. The table below lists some species that have had difficulties with achieving a self-sustaining population (Syder et al. 1996). [image: ]
	Another limiting factor captive breeding faces are the high risk of disease. Some evidences shows that endangered species are more susceptible to disease because of the reduced genetic diversity that can be the outcome of a small population (Syder et al. 1996). Evidence of disease faced in captive breeding is listed in the table below.                                                                                                                                             [image: ]
Discussion.
Although the limitations of captive breeding are difficult to overcome, steps are being made to strengthen the successfulness of animals being introduced to the wild. For example, Zoos Victoria is creating a “halfway house” for endangered species where they are working on a controlled release of Tasmanian devils, Leadbeater’s possum and helmeted honey eater (Milman 2013). The Coranderrk reserve will test the “survival fitness” of the captive species by monitoring their social habits, providing animals to hunt, and exposing them to predators to see if they can fend for themselves (Milman 2013).  Allowing these animals to get a “test run” of what the wild will actually be like and giving them a safe place to cope and adjust should show to be a successful strategy.  Zoos Victoria has also set a target for the Tasmanian Devils on the Maria Island where the population of devils are disease free, helping the low genetic diversity of the captive devils to have a stronger chance of survival (Milman 2013). This new conservation strategy has the potential to improve the success rate of captive breeding and the introduction of the captive bred species into the wild. 
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Table 2 Examples of ecent cpizootics in capive populations of cndangered species.

Species. Disease
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Whooping Crane (Gras americana) cquine cncephalis
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