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Study the effect of the relationship
between different body condition score
with each of milk production, milk
chemical composition and live weight of
Holstein Friesian cows.

*khaled alkadmose / “*Michel nkola

Abstract

The research was conducted with the aim of studying the
relationship between the degree of body condition, live weight, milk
production and its chemical composition in Holstein Friesian cows
in Salamiyah area. Thirty-five cows were used and were divided
into five groups (seven cows for each group) according to the
degree of similarity in body condition and for that A score of 1-5
was given and the groups were accordingly respectively (2 - 2.5 -
2.75 - 3 - 3.5), the milk readings were recorded for all cows from
birth to 305 days of milking and the average production was
calculated for each of the groups, The chemical analysis of the
resulting milk was carried out for each cow separately, and the live
weight of each cow was recorded separately. The results of the
statistical analysis indicated that there were significant differences
between the five groups in terms of milk production, as it was
P(0.015) <0.05, and the value of the Pearson correlation coefficient
was 0.56, mean, direct and statistically significant, as it was
P(0.001) <0.025, and there were significant differences between the
groups regarding Regarding milk fat, density, salts, lactose and non-
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fat solids, and there were no significant differences for protein and
total solids, and with regard to the relationship between the degree
of body condition and live weight, the results of the statistical
analysis indicated that there were significant differences as P(0.000)
<0.05, and the value of Pearson's correlation coefficient 0.978,
which is a strong direct correlation between live weight and body
condition, and statistically significant, P(0.000)<0.025, meaning that
the degree of body condition significantly affects both milk
production and live weight of dairy cows.

Key words: Holstein Friesian cows - body condition score - milk
production - body whight
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