My | EEhEEEA Al s Al 43, 215~220 (2024)
henrar | Korean J. Poult. Sci. Vol.51, No.4, 215~220 (2024)
wpektes | https://doi.org/10.5536/KIPS.2024.51.4.215

o A2t

215

JIZAEN H

S

A= y;(iel

S

)
AmT|eka elohn, 2RAYE 494 ATRS,
o=

=
w4, 1A A KHAV th3golAb

Comparison of Health Condition of Broilers and Laying Hens Raised in
Conventional and Animal Welfare-certified Chicken Farms

Deok-Hwan Kim', Ji-Yeon Hyeonrr and Chang-Seon Song3’4*

'Postgraduate Student, Avian Disease Laboratory, College of Veterinary Medicine, Konkuk University, Seoul 05029, Republic of Korea
*Research Professor, Avian Disease Laboratory, College of Veterinary Medicine, Konkuk University, Seoul 05029, Republic of Korea
3Professor, Avian Disease Laboratory, College of Veterinary Medicine, Konkuk University, Seoul 05029, Republic of Korea
*Representative, KHAV Co., Ltd., Seoul 05029, Republic of Korea

ABSTRACT As consumer interest in the welfare of industrial animals increases, there is a shift from conventional farming
practices to welfare-certified farming systems. Despite investigations into the facilities and morphological characteristics of
chickens in welfare-certified poultry farms in South Korea, comparative studies between welfare-certified poultry farms and
conventional poultry farms are still limited. This study focused on observing morphological differences between chickens in
conventional and welfare-certified poultry farming systems, specifically in broilers and layers. In broilers, we compared feather
condition, lameness, hock burn, and bumblefoot, but no significant differences were observed between the two types of farms.
In laying hens, however, feather conditions of the breast, belly, wing, and tail, as well as morphological features such as the
keel bone, foot pad, and claw, were found to be better in welfare-oriented farming systems. Significant differences were
observed in laying hens due to the substantial structural and facility differences between conventional and welfare-oriented
systems. Further in-depth studies are needed to explore the effects of welfare-oriented farming on physical changes in poultry

and other industrial animals.

(Key words: welfare-certificated farm, layer farm, broiler farm, morphological changes, health condition)
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Table 1. Feather condition assessment criteria for laying hens
Score Assessment criteria

0 Minimal feather damage observed. Some feather tips are deformed. Fewer than five wing and tail feathers are damaged.

1 Minor feather damage. Bald patches are less than 5 cm? Five to ten wing and tail feathers are damaged.

) Severe feather damage. Bald patches are greater than 5 cm? but less than 75%. Eleven to fifteen wing feathers are damaged.

Nine to twelve tail feathers are damaged.
3 Very severe feather damage. Bald patches cover more than 75%. More than sixteen wing feathers are damaged. More than

thirteen tail feathers are severely damaged.
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Fig. 1. Feather condition, lameness, hock burn, and bumblefoot
in broilers raised in conventional and animal welfare-certified
chicken farms. (A) Scores (0, 1, 2, 3) for feather, lameness, hock
burn, and bumble foot in broiler from welfare farms and conven-
tional farms.
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Fig. 2. Feather condition, keel bone damage, comb abnormalities,
hyperkeratosis, foot pad lesions, and claw lesion in laying hens
raised in conventional and animal welfare-certified chicken farms.
(A) Scores (0, 1, 2, 3) for neck, back, breast, belly, wing, and tail
feather in laying hens from welfare farms and conventional farms.
(B) Scores (0, 1, 2, 3) for keel bone damage, comb abnormalities,
hyperkeratosis, foot pad lesions, and claw lesion in laying hens
from welfare farms and conventional farms. A P-value below 0.05
was considered significant (* P<0.05, ™ P<0.01 and ™ P<0.001).
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