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I
Genetic Analysisof Milk Yield, Somatic Cell Count and
California Mastitis Test of Some Strains of Goatsin Iraq

Abdul Razag A. AL-Rawi 1, Monzer K. Asofi 2, Abdul khalig A. Farhan? and HamzaA. AL-Maamory2

Summary

This study was conducted at Agargouf Goat Station/IPA during the lactation season of 2001. Milk yield, somatic cell
counts of right (RSCC) and left (LSCC) udder halves as well as California Mastitis Test (CMT) were performed biweek-
ly. Mixed Model Least Squares and Maximum Likelihood Program were used to genetically evaluate 200 female local
goats, on the basis of their Best Liner Unbiased Prediction (BLUP), based on test-day milk yield, RSCC, LSCC and
CMT.

Results revealed BLUP values of TDMY ranged from -514.5 to +1148.6 gm. While BLUP values of deviation of
TDMY, RSCC, LSCC and CMT were 207.2 gm., 10.12, 9.17 and 0.15, respectively, Genetic Correlations between
TDMY and that RSCC, LSCC, CMT were -0.21 (p<0.003), -0.19 (p<0.008) and -0.19 (p<0.008), respectively.

It was concluded that selection for improving Somatic Cell Count would have an effect on TDMY.

1 Baghdad, Iraq, E-mail: rawi2004a@yahoo.com
2 |PA Agricultural Research Center, P.O. Box 39094 Baghdad, Irag.
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