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WELFARE

Since 2012, the EU countries have legally banned technologies using equipment that does not 
allow animals, primarily, poultry, to demonstrate natural behavior in conditions of intensive produc-
tion. The science of bioethics has been developed, i.e. the section of ethics studying the relation of peo-
ple to animals. Currently, Germany, the Netherlands, France and other EU countries use brooder 
cages developed by a number of companies, in particular, “Big Dutchman” Germany , for example, 
“Aviplus”, equipped with additional “Welfare” elements for egg hens nests, sand and ash boxes, 
perches, scratching posts . The cost of egg production using alternative cages increases by 10–20%. 
However, there is a strong demand for these products in European countries in the consumer market. 
The study shows that equipping cages with “Welfare” elements and decreasing cage density have 
contributed to increased egg productivity, decreased expenditures on forage and increased safety 
of commercial laying hens. There were also changes in the behavior of hens associated with the re-
scheduled time budget, which is to reduce the time spent on feed consumption and other activities 
by increasing the rest time on the perches, in nests and boxes with sand and ash. Experimental stud-
ies were carried out on the commercial egg hens of the “SP 789” cross aging from 20 to 53 weeks 
for 33 weeks. The poultry of all groups was kept in the L-112 cages. Using the method of analogues, 
6 groups of hens were formed with 52 heads in each group. In groups 1 and 2 control  hens were kept 
in cages without nests, perches and boxes. Cage density in groups 1 and 2 was 450 cm2/head, the com-
munity size – 13 and 26 heads, respectively. In groups 4 and 5, the number of hens and cage density, 
respectively, were 13 heads and 615 cm2/head. In group 3, there were 13 heads and 750 cm2/head was 
provided with some perches . Group 6 included 26 heads and 615 cm2/head was provided. In groups 
5 and 6, cages were equipped with nests, perches and boxes with sand and ash. In group 4, cages were 
equipped with nests and boxes with sand and ash with no perches . The area of the nests and boxes 
with sand and ash was 500 cm2, and height – 200 mm. Perches were located perpendicular to the feed-
ing area at a height of 15 cm from the cage floor and a 15 cm-long distance are was provided per 
head. The behavior of hens changes in modified cages, which is manifested by the redistribution 
of the time budget and reduction of the time spent on feed consumption and other activities by 35.7% 
while increasing the time to rest at perches, nests and boxes with sand and ash 32–45% of the time 
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budget . Egg production per a start hen in the control groups amounted to 179–180 eggs, in the ex-
perimental ones – 189–217; the intensity of egg production in the control groups was 79.0–80.0%, 
in the experimental ones – 83.2–94.1%, the difference between the control and experimental groups 
was 3.2–15.1%. The average egg weight in the control groups was 66.0–67.9 g, in the experimen-
tal groups – 66.3–70.1 g. The obtained egg weight averaged 12.0–12.5 kg in the control groups 
and 13.5–14.6 kg in the experimental groups. Feed consumption per 1 kg of egg weight in the control 
groups averaged 2.33 kg, in the experimental ones – 2.18 kg. The liveability of hens in the groups with 
the traditional cage control ones  was on average 95.2%, in the groups with “Welfare” elements – 
98.6% or 3.4% higher. The morphological quality of eggs showed no significant differences between 
the control and experimental groups. Thus, the use of “Welfare” elements – cage housing of egg hens 
at a reduced cage density can be recommended in order to ensure the “Welfare” conditions of poultry, 
increase liveability, reduce feed consumption for egg production, and increase the productivity of hens.

 behavioral peculiarity, welfare of egg hens, welfare-maintenance, perches, 
nests, boxes with sand and ash, poultry productivity, liveability of hens.
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