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Reproductability of highly productive Holstein breed cows under loose
boxed  farming conditions in "Agrosvit" Ltd.

S. Les’, V. Kostenko

The paper deals with the indices of  reproductive capacity of  highly productive
Holstein  breed  cows  under loose  boxed  farming conditions. It  has been found out
that by most indices of  reproductive capacity (1st insemination   age,  body  weight,
insemination  index, etc.) highly  productive  Holstein  breed  cows show  their high
adaptability  to loose  boxed  farming in the Forest Steppe of  Ukraine.

Key words: Holstein breed, loose boxed  farming, monotype feeding,
reproductive capacity.


