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Abstract:



Simple Summary


Behavioural problems, such as injurious pecking, are major welfare concerns in laying hen husbandry. To take adequate measures at the right time, useful information about the occurrence of these problems in a flock can be obtained by examining the hens for feather loss and skin injuries. Although feather loss and injuries can also result from mechanical abrasion or health issues, they provide strong evidence of behavioural problems in a flock, particularly when observed on the back and the tail of the animals. In our study, the behaviour of two genetic strains of laying hens (conventional layers and dual-purpose breeds) was evaluated by means of two different methods for assessing the feathers and the skin on distinct body parts of the animals. One method was a mere visual inspection of the flocks, whereas the other included the capture and handling of individual hens. Damaging behaviour, which resulted in severe feather loss and skin injuries, only occurred in the conventional layers. Both of the methods provided similar results for feather loss and injuries for most of the tested body regions and weeks. Therefore, the mere visual method was sufficient to detect injurious behaviour in laying hens.




Abstract


The assessment of plumage and integument condition in laying hens provides useful information about the occurrence of feather pecking and cannibalism. Although feather loss and skin injuries can result from mechanical abrasion or clinical diseases, they are valid animal-based indicators for behavioural disorders. This particularly applies to damage on the back and tail region of the hens. The aim was to evaluate the behaviour of dual-purpose breeds (Lohmann Dual, LD) and conventional layer hybrids (Lohmann Brown plus, LB+), and to compare a mere visual assessment (Visual Scoring, VSc), with a method involving the handling of individual animals (Hands-on Scoring, HSc). During weekly VSc, the hens’ plumage and integument were scored on five body parts. HSc was carried out on seven study days applying the same scoring scale as for VSc. In LB+ hens, minor plumage damage started at 25 weeks and increased to the 71st week. With 99.5% of LB+ showing feather loss to a different extent, the back was the most severely affected body part. In contrast, only between 4.5% and 7% of LD showed minor feather loss at the end of the study. Integument damage reached a peak, with 6% affected LB+ in week 66. Injuries were found only sporadically in LD hens. Spearman’s rho for the comparison of plumages scores given in VSc and HSc was >0.90 (p < 0.01) in both hybrids for most of the tested body regions and weeks, except for the breast/belly region. However, VSc and HSc were equally valid for detecting skin injuries of all of the body regions (rs > 0.86, p < 0.01). Damaging behaviour only occurred in the LB+ flocks, though both of the genetic strains were kept under the same conditions. The visual scoring method was suitable for detecting both plumage and integument damage.
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1. Introduction


Behavioural disorders, such as feather pecking and cannibalism, which cause severe damage to conspecifics and high mortality [1], are a major challenge and a serious welfare issue in modern laying hen husbandry. These problems (re-)emerged particularly after the ban on conventional cages in the European Union [2,3], and the (future) abolition of beak trimming in many European countries [4].



The term “feather pecking” refers to the non-aggressive pecking at or plucking and eating of the feathers of conspecifics [5]. Feather pecking, which is mainly directed at the birds’ back, tail, and vent area [3], is related to abnormal feeding and foraging behaviour [3,6,7]. It seems to occur particularly in situations in which the animals fail to cope with environmental stressors [3]. This behavioural disorder is clearly distinguishable from aggressive pecking, which is directed at the head/neck region, and is used to establish and maintain dominance hierarchies in groups of birds [3,5]. Some authors [5,8] defined different forms of feather pecking (i.e., gentle and severe feather pecking) according to the force of the pecks or the complete removal of feathers. However, the distinction between these types of feather pecking and tissue pecking is blurred [9]. Gentle feather pecking can turn into severe feather pecking, which can develop into tissue pecking and cannibalism as soon as denuded areas occur on the hens’ bodies [5]. In contrast, cannibalistic behaviour that is directed at the vent or the toe of a conspecific often occurs independently of feather pecking in fully feathered flocks [5,10,11].



Abnormal behaviour in laying hens can be observed in all kinds of housing systems [1,12,13], including organic farms [14]. However, it may be more difficult to control for these abnormalities in loose housing systems where feather pecking and cannibalism can be spread by social learning [15] or by damaged feathers becoming an attractive target for sustained pecking behaviour [16]. In addition, many potential victims are exposed to one offending bird in non-cage systems [9]. The causations of feather pecking and cannibalism are multifactorial, and a wide range of influencing factors have been identified, both under experimental [17,18] as well as observational conditions [13,14,19]. These factors include several management and housing aspects, for instance the availability of litter and other foraging materials in the rearing- and the laying period, the provision of an adequate diet, and light quality and intensity [4]. Furthermore, some layer strains are more likely to develop feather pecking and cannibalism than others [20,21], indicating a genetic background for these behavioural traits [9]. Investigations have been performed concerning the phenotypic selection on feather pecking in social contexts [22]. In addition, methods of molecular genetics have been studied, such as identifying quantitative trait loci for feather pecking behaviour [23]. However, these studies were carried out either in experimental layer lines [22,23] or in commercially available high yielding hybrids [24]. Little is known about the incidence of feather pecking and cannibalism in purebred laying hens [24,25] or alternative hybrids like dual-purpose hens.



It is important to notice that even under optimal conditions, the risk of the occurrence of feather pecking and cannibalism cannot be eliminated completely in practice [4]. Competent, regular monitoring and surveillance of the flocks are crucial to recognize emerging problems at once and to intervene in due time [4]. However, direct behavioural observations and video analyses are often time-consuming and difficult to perform at flock level. In contrast, the assessment of plumage and integument condition as animal-based indicators provides a feasible option to gain information about the occurrence of feather pecking and cannibalism in laying hens [26]. Plumage and integument damage can also result from mechanical abrasion or clinical diseases, such as diarrhea or nutrient deficiency. Feather damage on the underside of the hens’ neck, for instance, may be attributed to abrasion from the feeders [26]. However, feather pecking behaviour is strongly related to feather loss and skin injuries, particularly on the rump and back [26]. Although a large number of varying assessment methods have been published over the past years (e.g., [1,13,26]), it is possible to differentiate between mere visual scoring methods (VSc) and close inspections requiring capture and handling of individual birds (HSc). Since HSc methods involve catching, they may be potentially stressful for the animals and time-consuming when performed regularly on-farm, whereas VSc methods bear the risk of missing slight plumage and integument damage [27]. Therefore, a VSc method using a five point scale for five body regions was validated by means of correlating the VSc scores with scores being recorded by an HSc method [27]. In addition, inter-observer reliability was tested for the VSc method. The authors concluded that the VSc method was suitable for detecting feather damage in adequate detail, and that inter-observer reliability was high [27]. However, the same individual hens were scored by the VSc and the HSc method, and by the different observers. Additionally, it would be important to know if both of the methods also provided equally valid results at flock level, where the respective sample size might comprise different individuals on each assessment day. Though useful recommendations were made concerning the number of hens that should be examined, no information was given on how to choose these animals from the flock representatively. Furthermore, integument damage was not assessed [27].



The aim of the present study was to develop and validate a mere visual scoring method (VSc) for obtaining animal-based indicators concerning feather pecking and cannibalism in laying hens. Since this method should be feasible for regular flock monitoring and longitudinal on-farm research, it was applied to conventional layer hybrids and dual purpose breeds on a commercial scale. To test the reliability of the VSc method in this context, it was compared to a scientifically established HSc method at the flock level. It was hypothesized that in both hybrids low plumage and integument scores (i.e., no feather loss/no integument damage) in VSc would be accompanied by low scores in HSc, and that the same would be true for high scores (i.e., severe feather loss/severe integument damage).




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Animals and Husbandry


All of the animals were housed according to EU [2] and national law [28,29]. In compliance with European Directive 2010/63/EC Article 1 5. (f) [30], the present study did not imply any invasive procedure or treatment to the animals.



The study was carried out on the research farm “Ruthe” of the University of Veterinary Medicine, Hannover, Germany, where a total of 3690 Lohmann Brown plus (LB+, conventional layer hybrids) and Lohmann Dual (LD, dual-purpose breeds) laying hens with intact beaks were housed according to the same standard management procedures [31]. The hens were kept in a conventional aviary system (Natura Nova 270, Big Dutchman, Vechta, Germany) consisting of two compartments with 926 and 927 LB+ each, and two compartments with 919 and 918 LD each. All of the animals were provided with alfalfa bales suspended in hay nets as standard enrichment material (about 200 hens per bale). At first signs of behavioural problems a graduated emergency scheme following the recommendations of the working group for laying hens at the Lower Saxony Ministry for Nutrition, Agriculture and Consumer protection [32] was applied (Table S1). Production parameters were continuously recorded by the farm staff.




2.2. Scoring Methods


VSc was performed on a weekly basis throughout the entire laying period (20th–71st week of life) containing 51 study days, on which the plumage and integument condition of more than 20,000 hens were assessed. Each week, a sample of 200 hens per genetic strain [27] was scored in five previously defined locations per compartment (n = 20 hens per location). The locations were chosen specifically for this barn ([13], modified) and included sections of the littered scratching areas, the intermediate ceiling of the aviary, the slats in front of the nest boxes, and the perches, respectively. For visual assessment, the hens’ body was divided into five regions: head/neck, back, tail, wing, and breast/belly ([26], modified). All of the body regions were scored for plumage and integument damage using a five and four point scale, respectively (Table 1). Concerning plumage condition, feather loss was ranked according to its degree, with no difference being made between the types of the respective feathers (flight feathers, other contour feathers, semiplumes). Integument damage was defined as fresh or crusted lesions affecting the skin only or also deeper tissues. Scars were not considered. Any other visible abnormalities, for instance lesions at the hens’ vent or toes, were recorded without a fixed scoring scheme.



Table 1. Description of the scoring scheme used for the assessment of plumage and integument condition in conventional layer hybrids and dual-purpose breeds.







	
Parameter/Score

	
Feather Loss

	
Integument Damage






	
0

	
No feather loss

	
No integument damage




	
1

	
≤25% of the feathers of the body part missing

	
Single injury of <0.5 cm diameter or length




	
2

	
>25% and ≤50% of the feathers of the body part missing

	
Multiple injuries of <0.5 cm or single injuries of >0.5 cm and ≤1.0 cm




	
3

	
>50% and ≤75% of the feathers of the body part missing

	
Single or multiple injuries of >1.0 cm




	
4

	
>75% of the feathers of the body part missing

	
-










In addition, HSc was carried out on seven study days (n = 60 hens per genetic strain and day) using the same scoring scheme as for the visual method. The dates for HSc (21st, 30th, 40th, 47th, 56th, 65th, and 70th week of life) were chosen according to a pilot study [21], in which particularly risk-bearing periods for the occurrence of feather pecking and cannibalism were identified. Both VSc and HSc were performed by the same observer on all of the study days. In the weeks in which both VSc and HSc were carried out, the observer started with the visual assessment. Once the entire sample was scored visually, HSc was conducted visiting each compartment of the aviary in a randomly different order to that in the VSc method.




2.3. Data Presentation and Statistical Analyses


All of the statistical analyses were performed using the software SPSS Statistics (version 24, IBM, Armonk, NY, USA). Calculations were carried out separately for plumage and integument damage, as well as for the five body regions of the hens. Since plumage and integument scores were interpreted as ordinally scaled variables, the proportions of the hens assigned to the respective scores were calculated for descriptive statistics. Accordingly, a non-parametric approach (Spearmans’s rho) was chosen for the comparison of scores given in VSc and HSc. The scores that were collected via the highly accurate, direct HSc method were therefore regarded as the gold standard.





3. Results


3.1. Production Data and Health Status


In the 70th week of life, the LB+, and LD hens weighed 2013 g and 2021 g on average. At the end of the laying period (71st week of life), the cumulative mortality amounted to 6.91% in the LB+ flocks, and 2.34% in the LD flocks, respectively. Feed consumption per hen and day ranged between 97.54 g (LD) and 116.92 g (LB+). In the LB+ flocks, egg production was 84.83% (71st week of life), whereas it was 73.56% in the LD flocks.



During the entire laying period, the health condition of both flocks was good. Neither the LB+ nor the LD hens needed any veterinary treatment.




3.2. Plumage and Integument Condition in LB+ and LD Hens


Lesions indicating vent- or toe pecking were not observed by either of the two scoring methods during the whole study period. The entire proportions of LB+ and LD hens with different plumage and integument scores for five body regions obtained by the VSc and the HSc method are provided in the supplement (Tables S2–S9). Due to the large overall data set, in this section selected results are presented in detail to gain a closer insight into the development of plumage and integument damage in the flocks. Based on the more frequent observation intervals, these results relate to data obtained by the VSc method. In the 25th week of life, for instance, minor feather loss on the back (score 1) was found for the first time in 3% of the LB+ hens (Figure 1). At the same age, the plumage of all scored body regions of the LD was still intact. Plumage damage in the LB+ increased to the 71st week, in which all of the body parts were affected by feather loss to different extents (Figure 2). With 38% of the hens given the worst score of 4, the back was the most severely affected body region. Furthermore, 35%, 11.5%, and 15% of the hens showed lower degrees of feather loss (score 3, 2, and 1, respectively) on this body part. Only single hens (0.5% of the flock) were fully feathered on the back at the end of the laying period. The second most commonly affected body region of the LB+ hens was the tail. 0.5% of the animals showed almost denuded tails (score 4). The tails of 3.5%, 36.5%, and 23% of the LB+ hens were assigned to the plumage scores 3, 2, and 1, respectively. The plumage condition of the remaining body parts (head/neck, wing, and breast/belly) did not deteriorate to the extent of that of the back and the tail. These body regions received a maximum score of 2. On the head/neck and the breast/belly region minor feather loss (score 1) was observed in the majority of the LB+ hens (61% and 49.5%, respectively), whereas the feather covering of the wings was intact in most hens (77.5%). In contrast, only 4.5% and 7% of the LD hens showed minor feather loss on the head/neck and breast/belly region (score 1), which had started at the age of 40 weeks and remained almost constant until the end of the laying period. More severe plumage damage and feather loss on the back, tail, and wing were not found in the LD flocks.


Figure 1. Proportions of Lohmann Brown plus (LB+) and Lohmann Dual (LD) hens (n = 400) with different plumage scores (0 (best) to 4 (worst)) for head/neck, back, tail, wing and breast/belly obtained by the Visual Scoring (VSc) method in the 25th week of life.



[image: Animals 07 00097 g001]





Figure 2. Proportions of LB+ and LD hens (n = 400) with different plumage scores (0 (best) to 4 (worst)) for head/neck, back, tail, wing, and breast/belly obtained by the VSc method in the 71st week of life.
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Integument damage in the form of single injuries <0.5 cm diameter or length (score 1) occurred in 0.5% of the LB+ hens on the head/neck and the back in the 46th week of life for the first time (Figure 3). The incidence of lesions reached a peak in week 66 when a total of 6% of the LB+ hens showed injuries of various degrees. At this age, the breast/belly was the most affected body part, on which severe integument damage (score 3) was found in 1% of the animals. Moreover, 1.5% and 2% of the LB+ had injuries corresponding to the scores 2 and 3, respectively, on the breast/belly region. Integument damage decreased to a total of 2.5% of injured LB+ hens at the end of the study (71st week of life). No injuries were detected in the LD hens by the VSc method throughout the laying period.


Figure 3. Proportions of LB+ hens (n = 200) with different integument scores (0 (best) to 4 (worst)) for head/neck, back, tail, wing, and breast/belly obtained by the VSc method in the 46th, 66th, and 71st week of life.
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3.3. Plumage and Integument Score Comparisons between VSc and HSc Methods


For a concise overview, the scores that were obtained by VSc and HSc methods were compared descriptively for both hybrids for the end of the laying period when feather loss was most severe. Figure 4 shows the proportions of LB+ hens with different plumage scores for individual body regions obtained by the two scoring methods (70th week of life). The proportions of animals, in which feather loss in general (score 1–4) was observed, were similar in VSc and HSc for the body regions head/neck, back, and tail. According to results of VSc and HSc, the back was both the most commonly and most severely affected body part. However, with 41.5% more than twice as many, LB+ hens received the worst score of 4 in VSc as in HSc (18.4%) for this body region. In HSc, the backs of 38.3% and 23.3% of the hens were assigned to the plumage scores 3 and 2, respectively, whereas only 30% and 12.5% of the hens assessed in VSc were given these scores. With 14% and 15% similar proportions of LB+ hens with minor feather loss on the back (score 1) were detected by VSc and HSc. The breast/belly region of the LB+ hens, which was assigned to a maximum score of 2 during VSc, was scored worse in HSc. According to HSc scores, 20% of the hens received a score of 4, and only 1.7% of the LB+ showed intact plumage on the breast/belly region.


Figure 4. Proportions of LB+ hens with different plumage scores (0 (best) to 4 (worst)) for individual body regions given via VSc (n = 200 hens) and HSc (n = 60 hens) scoring methods in the 70th week of life.
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Similar patterns applied to the descriptive comparison of plumage scores between VSc and HSc methods in the LD hens (Figure 5). In the majority of the LD (93.3–100%), no feather loss was detected by both the VSc and the HSc method, except for the breast/belly region. During VSc, only 5% of the animals were scored for minor plumage loss (score 1) on this body part, whereas score 1 was assigned to the majority of the hens (53.3%) in HSc. Furthermore, in HSc, 40% and 1.7% of the LD hens received the scores 2 and 3, respectively, for the breast/belly region. Only 5% of the LD hens showed intact plumage on the breast/belly in the close inspections (HSc) in the 70th week of life.


Figure 5. Proportions of LD hens with different plumage scores (0 (best) to 4 (worst)) for individual body regions given via VSc (n = 200 hens) and HSc (n = 60 hens) scoring methods in the 70th week of life.
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As expected from the descriptive comparisons, significant positive correlations between scores obtained by using VSc and HSc methods were found for most of the examined body regions and weeks in the LB+ hens (Table 2). The only exception was the breast/belly region. The scores for this body part did not correlate in most weeks, which is in line with the descriptive comparison at the end of the laying period (Figure 4). Perfect correlations (rs = 1.00) between VSc and HSc scores occurred when the hens’ plumage was still intact, for instance, in the 21st week of life. In the LD hens, this applied to the majority of the tested weeks and body parts (Table 3), since feather loss was generally scarce in these hybrids. However, as in the LB+, the scores for the breast/belly region did not correlate between VSc and HSc methods from the 40th week of life.



Table 2. Spearman’s rho and the level of significance for plumage score comparisons between VSc and HSc methods for individual body regions in LB+ laying hens (21st–70th week of life).







	
Correlation VSc and HSc

	
Week of Life

	
Head/Neck

	
Back

	
Tail

	
Wing

	
Breast/Belly






	
LB+

	
21

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **




	
30

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
0.92 **

	
0.78 **

	
0.78 **




	
40

	
0.93 **

	
0.77 **

	
0.83 **

	
1.00 **

	
0.04




	
47

	
0.93 **

	
0.96 **

	
0.61

	
1.00 **

	
0.40




	
56

	
0.91 **

	
0.70 *

	
0.99 **

	
0.97 **

	
0.26




	
65

	
0.90 **

	
0.97 **

	
0.91 **

	
0.92 **

	
0.16




	
70

	
0.97 **

	
0.55

	
0.64 *

	
0.99 **

	
0.52








* (p < 0.05), ** (p < 0.01).








Table 3. Spearman’s rho and the level of significance for plumage score comparisons between VSc and HSc methods for individual body regions in LD laying hens (21st–70th week of life).







	
Correlation VSc and HSc

	
Week of Life

	
Head/Neck

	
Back

	
Tail

	
Wing

	
Breast/Belly






	
LD

	
21

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **




	
30

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
0.78 **




	
40

	
0.88 **

	
0.86 **

	
1.00 **

	
0.86 **

	
0.26




	
47

	
0.78 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
0.18




	
56

	
0.75 *

	
0.86 **

	
0.86 **

	
0.86 **

	
0.18




	
65

	
0.93 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
0.40




	
70

	
0.99 **

	
0.86 **

	
0.86 **

	
1.00 **

	
0.42








* (p < 0.05), ** (p < 0.01).








Since the incidence of injuries was generally low, calculations for the comparison of integument scores were carried out for the entire laying period (21st–70th week of life). The results that are presented in Table 4 show that there were strong positive correlations between VSc and HSc scores (rs = 0.86–1.00, p < 0.01), even for the breast/belly region in both of the hybrids (LB+: rs = 0.86; LD: rs = 0.97). In the LD hens, the correlation coefficients calculated for the head/neck (rs = 0.97) and the breast/belly region (rs = 0.97) indicate that although skin damage was not observed during VSc, sporadic injuries were detected by the HSc method (Table S9).



Table 4. Spearman’s rho and the level of significance for integument score comparisons between VSc and HSc methods for individual body regions in LB+ and LD laying hens throughout the laying period (21st–70th week of life).







	
Correlation VSc and HSc

	
Head/Neck

	
Back

	
Tail

	
Wing

	
Breast/Belly






	
LB+

	
0.97 **

	
0.87 **

	
0.89 **

	
0.97 **

	
0.86 **




	
LD

	
0.97 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
1.00 **

	
0.97 **








** (p < 0.01).










4. Discussion


In the present study, the plumage and integument condition of conventional layer hybrids and dual-purpose breeds was comparatively assessed at farm level by means of a mere visual method, and a scoring method, including the handling of individual animals.



Since plumage loss is a valid animal-based indicator for feather pecking in laying hens [26], the poor plumage condition of the LB+ flocks at the end of the laying period can be explained by this behavioural disorder. The most commonly and severely affected body regions were the back and the tail, which were almost denuded (> 75% of the feathers missing) in 38% and 0.5%, respectively, of the LB+ hens in the 71st week of life. This is in line with former investigations in which—due to a slightly different division of the hens’ body parts—the areas that were primarily prone to feather damages were the back and the rump [26], the rump and the tail [27], and the back, rump, and tail [33]. In addition, the breast/belly region was affected by feather loss in the majority of the LB+ hens (98.3%) when assessed by means of the close inspection method (HSc). This was also found by Bilcik and Keeling [26]. However, the extent of plumage damage on the breast/belly could not be related to the proportion of pecks that were directed at this body region [26]. The hens in the present study did not suffer from clinical diseases, such as diarrhea or other cloacal discharge, which can lead to plumage deterioration on the breast/belly region. Therefore, mechanical abrasion from the perches or slats of the aviary system might be a more likely explanation for the observed feather loss on this body part. In the LB+ hens, feather loss started at 25 weeks, and deteriorated with age. This time course of plumage damage is similar to that observed in other studies [1,34]. When compared to plumage damage, and thus to feather pecking, integument damage occurred with a delay of several weeks. Similar observations were made by Spindler et al. [21], and by Freytag et al. [35] supporting the hypothesis of severe feather pecking turning into tissue pecking once bald patches appear on the hens’ bodies [5]. Since plumage condition deteriorated continuously in the LB+ hens, the measures taken according to the emergency scheme [32], for instance, the provision of additional environmental enrichment materials (Table S1), did not appear to be fully sufficient to eradicate feather pecking. However, it was possible to calm down the situation concerning tissue pecking, which is in line with former investigations [21].



The slight feather loss on the head/neck in 4.5% of the LD hens may be rather due to aggressive pecks than to feather pecking behaviour [26]. Similar to the LB+ hens, feather loss on the breast/belly region in the LD hens may be attributable to mechanical abrasion. It is unlikely that the skin injuries, which were observed only sporadically in single LD hens during HSc, were related to extensive tissue pecking in these flocks. Since no direct behavioural observations were carried out in the present study, we cannot exclude the occurrence of gentle feather pecking in the LD hens, which usually does not result in feather loss [26]. However, severe behavioural disorders only occurred in the LB+ hens, though both genetic strains were kept under the same housing and management conditions in one building, including, for instance, the same feed, light quality and intensity, and staff. Therefore, genetic differences between the hybrids were likely responsible for the development and expression of damaging pecking behaviour [9]. Since LB+ hens were brown layers, and LD hens had white feathering, differences in plumage colouration may have accounted for the variation in plumage damage to a certain degree. Bright et al. [36] found significantly less plumage damage in white feathered hens than in black and grey birds of the same strain. Similar to our results, brown feathered laying hens (ISA brown) showed most plumage damage on the back, whereas in white feathered flocks (Dekalb White), mainly the neck and the belly were affected by feather loss [20]. However, in the present study, plumage colour effects were also confounded by layer strain. It was therefore not possible to separate these effects from other genetically determined strain differences, such as fearfulness or temperament. It should be further investigated to which extent the lower production performance of the LD hens affected the occurrence of behavioural problems. The results of former studies comparing commercial layer hybrids with lower yielding purebred lines are inconsistent. In one experiment, purebred New Hampshire hens showed significantly less feather pecking than commercial layer hybrids [25], whereas in another investigation, hens of the Danish landrace, which were manly bred for exhibition purposes, were more prone to damaging behaviour than high yielding hybrids [22]. Accordingly, the results by Hocking et al. [24] indicated that the expression of feather pecking and cannibalistic behaviour was highly breed specific but occurred in both traditional and commercial layer lines.



The visual method (VSc) for assessing the hens’ plumage and integument condition that is presented in this study combines several advantages of methods developed earlier [13,26,27]. Feather and plumage damage were scored separately for five body parts in order to mirror the different etiology of feather loss on these body regions [26]. In addition, whole body scores were not calculated, since—at least when whole body scores were presented as unweighted means [1]—the severity of feather loss on the back and tail of the LB+ hens would have been underestimated due to the relatively good feather condition of the wing throughout the laying period. Under field conditions, where it is not possible to score each animal individually, the chosen sample should represent the entire flock, which can be achieved by assessing birds in different functional areas of the stable [13]. This is particularly important for VSc, since without fixed scheme for choosing the animals to be assessed, observers would tend to see and score bald or injured animals first, and the results at the flock level would therefore be biased.



Similar to Bright et al. [27] we compared plumage and integument scores that were obtained by a VSc and an HSc method. In contrast to the experiment cited, in which the same focal hens were scored by means of the VSc and the HSc method, the present assessments were carried out at the flock level. This means that the animals scored by either of the two methods belonged to the same flock, but were not necessarily the same individuals. Nevertheless, strong positive correlations between the scores given in VSc and HSc were observed for the body regions that were mostly affected by feather pecking (back, tail) in both hybrids, and in the majority of the tested weeks (rs > 0.90, p < 0.01). Perfect correlations (rs = 1.00, p < 0.01) between scores occurred when the plumage and the integument of the hens were intact, and must therefore be interpreted with caution. However, these perfect correlations also indicate that there were no slight alterations of the plumage and the integument, which were missed in VSc and became only apparent during HSc. The present findings are in accordance with the investigations by Bright et al. [27], who found correlation coefficients for the plumage condition of all scored body parts ranging from 0.79 to 0.96. However, the breast/belly region, which was scored worse in HSc than in VSc in the present study, was not included. Since the breast/belly region was the only body part for which VSc and HSc scores did not correlate, this may be more likely caused by an underestimation in VSc than by the variations of the sample at the flock level. Although the animals were assessed in different locations of the barn, the breast/belly region was often not fully visible for the observer, for instance when the hens were perching. In addition, the thighs of the hens cover parts of the breast/belly. Thus, inaccuracies in VSc may be explained by the challenge to assess this body part visually. Conversely, integument damages on the breast/belly were identified reliably by the VSc method (rs = 0.86–0.97, p < 0.01). This may be due to the fact that injuries mainly occurred once a body part was bald, and were then easily detectable via VSc. Additionally, the precise location of most of the injuries within the breast/belly region was next to the edges of the back and the tail region [21], and was therefore not covered by the hens’ thighs. Therefore, the definition of the breast/belly region should be reconsidered before further applying the presented VSc scheme. For future use of the VSc method, it should also be considered which purpose the assessed indicators should serve. Due to the different etiology of feather loss [26], not all body parts seem to be equally important to assess for certain purposes. To monitor feather pecking behaviour only, it might be sufficient to score the back and the tail of the hens. However, if the occurrence of for instance cloacal cannibalism should be detected, the vent region must be consequently added to the assessment protocol. The same principle applies if health issues, such as diarrhea, or damage caused by the housing system should be recorded.



Regular flock monitoring and surveillance by determining and evaluating animal-based indicators on-farm is not only recommended [4,27], but also required by law in Germany [28]. Farmers housing livestock must keep records of these assessments in order to document the compliance with the legal requirements (e.g., species appropriate housing of the animals) [28]. Therefore, reliable scoring methods, which are feasible under commercial conditions, can assist farmers in fulfilling the legal requirements, and thus in improving the welfare of their animals. Since scoring the animals by the same person will not always be possible in this context, the inter-observer reliability should be tested for the presented VSc method [27].



The mere visual method that is presented in this study offers a sound alternative for determining the plumage and integument condition in laying hens at flock level, both when the animals were highly—as the conventional layer hybrids—and slightly—as the dual-purpose breeds—affected by feather loss and integument damage. Developing a reliable scoring method that is scarcely disruptive for the animals, as well as feasible for regular flock monitoring or longitudinal on-farm research, has broad implications for laying hen welfare. Therefore, existing methods should be continuously reviewed and refined, and their advantages should be combined in order to comply with the current state of knowledge.




5. Conclusions


The plumage and integument condition of conventional layer hybrids (LB+) and dual-purpose breeds (LD) was assessed at farm level by means of a mere visual method, and a scientifically established hands-on scoring method. During the laying period, plumage damage increased in the LB+ hens, particularly on the back and the tail. In contrast, the LD hens showed only minor feather loss which remained constant throughout the laying period. In the LB+ hens, integument damage reached a peak in week 66, whereas injuries were found only sporadically in the LD hens. The visual scoring method was a valid non-intrusive alternative for detecting both slight and severe plumage and integument damage in the tested hybrids.








Supplementary Materials


The following are available online at www.mdpi.com/2076-2615/7/12/97/s1. Table S1: Graduated emergency scheme following the recommendations of the working group for laying hens at the Lower Saxony Ministry for Nutrition, Agriculture and Consumer protection, Table S2: Proportions of LB+ hens (n = 200) with different plumage scores (0 (best) to 4 (worst)) for five body regions obtained by the VSc method, Table S3: Proportions of LB+ hens (n = 200) with different integument scores (0 (best) to 3 (worst)) for five body regions obtained by the VSc method, Table S4: Proportions of LB+ hens (n = 60) with different plumage scores (0 (best) to 4 (worst)) for five body regions obtained by the HSc method, Table S5: Proportions of LB+ hens (n = 60) with different integument scores (0 (best) to 3 (worst)) for five body regions obtained by the HSc method, Table S6: Proportions of LD hens (n = 200) with different plumage scores (0 (best) to 4 (worst)) for five body regions obtained by the VSc method, Table S7: Proportions of LD hens (n = 200) with different integument scores (0 (best) to 3 (worst)) for five body regions obtained by the VSc method, Table S8: Proportions of LD hens (n = 60) with different plumage scores (0 (best) to 4 (worst)) for five body regions obtained by the HSc method, Table S9: Proportions of LD hens (n = 60) with different integument scores (0 (best) to 3 (worst)) for five body regions obtained by the HSc method.





Acknowledgments


The project is supported by funds of the German Government’s Special Purpose Fund held at Landwirtschaftliche Rentenbank.




Author Contributions


Mona Franziska Giersberg, Birgit Spindler and Nicole Kemper designed the experiments; Mona Franziska Giersberg performed the data assessment, analysed and interpreted the data, and wrote the paper; Birgit Spindler and Nicole Kemper helped to interpret the results and edited the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflicts of interest. The founding sponsors had no role in the design of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, and in the decision to publish the results.




References


	1. 
Sepeur, S.; Spindler, B.; Schulze-Bisping, M.; Habig, C.; Andersson, R.; Beyerbach, M.; Kemper, N. Comparison of plumage condition of laying hens with intact and trimmed beaks kept on commercial farms. Eur. Poult. Sci. 2015, 79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	2. 
Council Directive 99/74/EC of 19 July 1999 Laying Down Minimum Standards for the Protection of Laying Hens. Available online: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31999L0074&from=en (accessed on 2 October 2017).

	3. 
Rodenburg, T.B.; van Krimpen, M.M.; de Jong, I.C.; de Haas, E.N.; Kops, M.S.; Riedstra, B.J.; Nordquist, R.E.; Wagenaar, J.P.; Bestman, M.; Nicol, C.J. The prevention and control of feather pecking in laying hens: Identifying the underlying principles. Worlds Poult. Sci. J. 2013, 69, 361–373. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	4. 
Spindler, B.; Giersberg, M.F.; Andersson, R.; Kemper, N. Keeping laying hens with untrimmed beaks—A Review of the status quo in practice and science. Zuchtungskunde 2016, 88, 475–493. [Google Scholar]

	5. 
Savory, C. Feather pecking and cannibalism. Worlds Poult. Sci. J. 1995, 51, 215–219. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	6. 
Blokhuis, H.J. The Development and Causation of Feather Pecking in the Domestic Fowl. Ph.D. Thesis, Landbouw Universiteit Wageningen, Wageningen, The Netherlands, 28 November 1989. [Google Scholar]

	7. 
Huber-Eicher, B.; Wechsler, B. Feather pecking in domestic chicks: Its relation to dustbathing and foraging. Anim. Behav. 1997, 54, 757–768. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	8. 
Keeling, L.J. Feather pecking—Who in the group does it, how often and under what circumstances? In Proceedings of the 1994 9th European Poultry Conference, Glasgow, Scotland, 7–12 August 1994; pp. 288–289. [Google Scholar]

	9. 
Rodenburg, T.B.; Van Hierden, Y.M.; Buitenhuis, A.J.; Riedstra, B.; Koene, P.; Korte, S.M.; Van Der Poel, J.J.; Groothuis, T.G.G.; Blokhuis, H.J. Feather pecking in laying hens: New insights and directions for research? Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2004, 86, 291–298. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	10. 
Pötzsch, C.J.; Lewis, K.; Nicol, C.J.; Green, L.E. A cross-sectional study of the prevalence of vent pecking in laying hens in alternative systems and its associations with feather pecking, management and disease. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2001, 74, 259–272. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	11. 
Krause, E.T.; Petow, S.; Kjaer, J.B. A note on the physiological and behavioural consequences of cannibalistic toe pecking in laying hens (Gallus gallus domesticus). Arch. Geflugelk. 2011, 75, 140–143. [Google Scholar]

	12. 
Sherwin, C.M.; Richards, G.J.; Nicol, C.J. Comparison of the welfare of layer hens in 4 housing systems in the UK. Br. Poult. Sci. 2010, 51, 488–499. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	13. 
Lambton, S.L.; Knowles, T.G.; Yorke, C.; Nicol, C.J. The risk factors affecting the development of gentle and severe feather pecking in loose housed laying hens. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2010, 123, 32–42. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	14. 
Bestman, M.; Wagenaar, J.P. Health and welfare in Dutch organic laying hens. Animals 2014, 4, 374–390. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	15. 
Zeltner, E.; Klein, T.; Huber-Eicher, B. Is there social transmission of feather pecking in groups of laying hen chicks? Anim. Behav. 2000, 60, 211–216. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	16. 
McAdie, T.M.; Keeling, L.J. Effect of manipulating feathers of laying hens on the incidence of feather pecking and cannibalism. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2000, 68, 215–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	17. 
Hartcher, K.M.; Tran, M.K.; Wilkinson, S.J.; Hemsworth, P.H.; Thomson, P.C.; Cronin, G.M. Plumage damage in free-range laying hens: Behavioural characteristics in the rearing period and the effects of environmental enrichment and beak-trimming. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2015, 164, 64–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	18. 
Kriegseis, I.; Bessei, W.; Meyer, B.; Zentek, J.; Würbel, H.; Harlander-Matauschek, A. Feather-pecking response of laying hens to feather and cellulose-based rations fed during rearing. Poult. Sci. 2012, 91, 1514–1521. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	19. 
Drake, K.A.; Donnelly, C.A.; Dawkins, M.S. Influence of rearing and lay risk factors on propensity for feather damage in laying hens. Br. Poult. Sci. 2010, 51, 725–733. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	20. 
De Haas, E.N.; Bolhuis, J.E.; de Jong, I.C.; Kemp, B.; Janczak, A.M.; Rodenburg, T.B. Predicting feather damage in laying hens during the laying period. Is it the past or is it the present? Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2014, 160, 75–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	21. 
Spindler, B.; Schulze Hillert, M.; Hartung, J. Praxisbegleitende Untersuchungen zum Verzicht auf Schnabelkürzen bei Legehennen in Praxisbetrieben. Available online: https://www.ml.niedersachsen.de/download/87567/Abschlussbericht_TiHo_Verzicht_auf_Schnabelkuerzen_bei_Legehennen_-_Fachinfo.pdf (accessed on 2 October 2017).

	22. 
Kjaer, J.B.; Sørensen, P.; Su, G. Divergent selection on feather pecking behaviour in laying hens (Gallus gallus domesticus). Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2001, 71, 229–239. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	23. 
Buitenhuis, A.J.; Rodenburg, T.B.; van Hierden, Y.M.; Siwek, M.; Cornelissen, S.J.; Nieuwland, M.G.; Crooijmans, R.P.M.A.; Groenen, M.A.M.; Koene, P.; Korte, S.M.; et al. Mapping quantitative trait loci affecting feather pecking behavior and stress response in laying hens. Poult. Sci. 2003, 82, 1215–1222. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	24. 
Hocking, P.M.; Channing, C.E.; Robertson, G.W.; Edmond, A.; Jones, R.B. Between breed genetic variation for welfare-related behavioural traits in domestic fowl. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2004, 89, 85–105. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	25. 
Kjaer, J.B.; Sørensen, P. Feather pecking and cannibalism in free-range laying hens as affected by genotype, dietary level of methionine+ cystine, light intensity during rearing and age at first access to the range area. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2002, 76, 21–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	26. 
Bilcik, B.; Keeling, L.J. Changes in feather condition in relation to feather pecking and aggressive behaviour in laying hens. Br. Poult. Sci. 1999, 40, 444–451. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	27. 
Bright, A.; Jones, T.A.; Dawkins, M.S. A non-intrusive method of assessing plumage condition in commercial flocks of laying hens. Anim. Welf. 2006, 15, 113–118. [Google Scholar]

	28. 
Tiersch, G. Tierschutzgesetz in der Fassung der Bekanntmachung vom 18. Mai 2006 (BGBl. I S. 1206, 1313), das Zuletzt Durch Artikel 4 Absatz 8 des Gesetzes vom 18. Juli 2016 (BGBl. I S. 1666) Geändert Worden ist. Available online: https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/bundesrecht/tierschg/gesamt.pdf (accessed on 2 October 2017).

	29. 
TierSchNutztV. Verordnung zum Schutz Landwirtschaftlicher Nutztiere und Anderer zur Erzeugung Tierischer Produkte Gehaltener Tiere bei ihrer Haltung. Tierschutz-Nutztierhaltungsverordnung in der Fassung der Bekanntmachung vom 22. August 2006, BGBl.I, 2043, die durch Artikel 3 Absatz 2 des Gesetzes vom 30. Juni 2017 (BGBL I, 2147) Geändert Worden ist. Available online: http://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/tierschnutztv/ (accessed on 2 October 2017).

	30. 
Council Directive 2010/63/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 September 2010 on the Protection of Animals Used for Scientific Purposes. Available online: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/DE/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32010L0063&from=en (accessed on 2 October 2017).

	31. 
Lohmann Tierzucht, Management Recommendations for Deep Litter, Perchery and Free-Range Systems. Available online: http://www.ltz.de/de-wAssets/docs/management-guides/en/Non-Cage/LTZ_MG-AlternHaltung_en.pdf (accessed on 2 October 2017).

	32. 
Lower Saxony Ministry for Nutrition, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, Empfehlungen zur Verhinderung von Federpicken und Kannibalismus bei Jung-und Legehennen. Available online: https://www.ml.niedersachsen.de/download/118043/Empfehlungen_zur_Vermeidung_von_FederpickFe_und_Kannibalismus_bei_Jung-_und_Legehennen_neu_2017.pdf (accessed on 2 October 2017).

	33. 
Hartcher, K.M.; Tran, K.T.N.; Wilkinson, S.J.; Hemsworth, P.H.; Thomson, P.C.; Cronin, G.M. The effects of environmental enrichment and beak-trimming during the rearing period on subsequent feather damage due to feather-pecking in laying hens. Poult. Sci. 2015, 94, 852–859. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	34. 
Bright, A. Time course of plumage damage in commercial layers. Vet. Rec. 2009, 164, 334–335. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	35. 
Freytag, S.; Kemper, N.; Spindler, B. Einfluss des Zugangs zu Beschäftigungsmaterial auf das Verhalten und die Herdengesundheit von Jung-und Legehennen in Praxisbetrieben. Available online: https://www.ml.niedersachsen.de/download/107762/Abschlussbericht_TiHo_-_Ausstieg_Schnabelkuerzung_Einfluss_des_Zugangs_zu_Beschaeftigungsmaterial.pdf (accessed on 2 October 2017).

	36. 
Bright, A. Plumage colour and feather pecking in laying hens, a chicken perspective? Br. Poult. Sci. 2007, 48, 253–263. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]



























© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






media/file4.png
Plumage condition in LB+ and LD hens
Score =0 "1 22 m3 m4

LB+ LD
71st week

IS 4 =
B
S

Tail
wing I
Breastbelly NI

Back

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

S

o))

=

®

")

= s

Breastbelly
Head/neck





nav.xhtml


  animals-07-00097


  
    		
      animals-07-00097
    


  




  





media/file11.png





media/file2.png
Plumage condition in LB+ and LD hens

20 "1 »2m3 m4
%31"—'%‘ gﬂ'é‘g

25th week

B EEEEEE RN

LD





media/file5.jpg
Integument condition in LB+ hens

=0 «1s2m3

Score

ESEEEEEEEES





media/file3.jpg
Plumage condition in LB+ and LD hens

Score ®0 1 w2 m3m4
2[¢

8+ o
T1stweek

i
3
$

Back
Tail
Breasbelly

Head/neck

Breastbelly |





media/file1.jpg
Plumage condition in LB+ and LD hens
Score %0 <1 w2m3 w4

gszg z!§§

25th week





media/file7.jpg
Plumage condition
Score ®0 «1%2m3 m4

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
P
3
£

vse HSc
70th week
LB+

L[
I 4 mm
I 4 4 mn

Back [ I
Tail I -

Wing

Head/neck

Wing. |
Breastibelly |11 I

Breastbelly





media/file10.png
Plumage condition
Score m0 "1 m2 m3 m4

g £
=

VSc HSc
70th week
LD

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Tail EEE——

SE
O
©

(a4]

Head/neck _
Breast/belly [
Head/neck s
Back I
wing IE——
Breastbelly 0 L





media/file9.jpg
Plumage condition
Score ®0 «1w2m3 m4

I Avsanseas
I 5

e 3
——
ey 2
S e
. 09/PeH
I Aieq7seen
Bui
I S
8
2

e
I ed
S 5/PEH

10%

E
&

20%

g 8 g
8 8 8

100%
70%
60%
50%
40%

70th week

1)





media/file0.png





media/file8.png
Plumage condition
Score 0 "1 =2 m3 m4

e £
=

VSc HSc
70th week
LB+

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

L
S
)

(8]

Head/neck —
Breastbelly s
Head/meck s 1
Back [l

Tail . e

wing I
Breastbelly | o





media/file6.png
Integument condition in LB+ hens

20 "1 22m3

Score






