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Ms. Park,

I am a veterinarian and Professor of Veterinary Medicine (Emeritus) at the University of California. I have
over 33 years of experience which includes extensive experience with chickens and the impact of housing
on their welfare.

You contacted me concerning certain questions you had about a videotape of chickens at an egg
production facility. My comments below are based on examination of this footage as well as personal -
experience and scientific knowledge about the impact of housing on chickens. Although the scientific
literature on this subject is extensive, I have included a few citations for emphasis.

The videotape shows white leghorn hens living in extremely crowded conditions within wire cages
arranged in what appears to be a battery design. I could not determine the number of hens per cage, but
each cage I saw was extremely crowded. Because of this, the hens were not able to move normally nor
would they be able to assume normal postures or exercise. Rest would be difficult because movement of
one necessarily caused a major disturbance to all in each cage I viewed. As is typical for hens housed in
this fashion, the lack of exercise will lead to a high prevalence of painful broken bones due to osteoporosis
and a syndrome known as cage layer fatigue."”'>'518 Even if this producer is modifying the hens' diet in.an
attempt to deal with this, such modification only reduces and does not eliminate the problem. Simply
allowing exercise usually will eliminate these conditions.?

Although none of the hens in the video appeared to be dead, some of the hens appeared to be moribund,
unconscious or semi-conscious. They were being trampled by the others in their cage. It is possible, also,
that they were experiencing a phenomenon known as learned helplessness. *!82%:2! They may have gone
down and struggled in vain to get up. Some apparently became trapped between openings in the cage or
the bars surrounding them. After a certain period of time, despite being in extreme distress and being
trampled by the others in the cage, they would give up and discontinue struggling because they have
learned that they are helpless. Their suffering would continue, but they would be unable to do anything
about it.

Based on what I saw, leaving the helpless hens under those conditions almost certainly would lead to their
death, probably a lingering one. On the other hand, if these hens could have been removed from the
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situation in which they were and provided proper medical treatment and support, it is likely that some of
them might survive.

There are many other welfare issues exemplified in the video. Although these were not specifically
addressed in your letter to me, I would be remiss if I did not point them out.

Not only were these hens extremely crowded, their environment was totally unenriched and barren. This
extreme privation is known to cause stress and reduced immune responsiveness.>!! This can and does lead
to diseases that can jeopardize the well-being of the hens. Hens have very strong behavioral traits which
essentially would be totally prohibited from being expressed under the conditions seen in the video. Wing
flapping and stretching, flying, scratching, dust bathing, perching, meaningful socialization, preening and
the use of a nest for laying would be virtually impossible. Most of these behaviors are considered important
with respect to the well being of the hens.'>%

There have been many observations or studies indicating that hens would prefer a different system of
housing. It has been shown that hens would choose unconfined systems over cages.>”'? Prior experience
was a modifying factor in that hens raised all their lives in cages initially tended to choose cages over loose
housing. After a short period, however, even those hens chose unconfined systems over the cages. This is a
very powerful statement about the preference of those hens and about the complete inappropriateness of
the housing conditions seen in the video I examined.

The chickens in the video had to stand or lie on bare wire. This is known to result in considerable and
painful damage to the feet.

What I have observed in the video I examined leads me to conclude that the hens are unquestionably in a
poor state of welfare and well being. This conclusion is amply supported by my own observations of hens
used in egg production and by scientific research.>**57121932 Although one might argue that the hens are,
nevertheless, laying eggs, productivity is not a measure of well being or welfare >\ The hens have
been genetically manipulated to produce eggs at the expense of their body condition.

Nedim C. Buyukmihci, V.M.D.
Professor Emeritus of Veterinary Medicine

NCB:ztp
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