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1. Body Condition Score (BCS)
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Table 1. Ingredient and nutrient composition of diet
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the studied traits
(D) & pets 2 Sl ol oSl las (sl
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ngigtli(gr?% /S)f Maximum  Minimum Mean ::rg?ndard Number Trait
11 75 45 61.42 +0.56 147 (Ewe weight) (kg) e 033
Ewe ) (year) St oy
44 6 1 3.33+0.12 147 age
7 38 2.8 3.26 +0.02 147 (Birth weight) (kg) U035
12 24 15 18.48 +0.17 147 (Weaning weight)(Kg) s S - 055
el 0 055

7 32 23 27.44 +0.16 147 (Fifth month weight) (kg)
34 2 1 1.35+0.03 147 (Litter size) Sals a3 el
1. Covariate
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Table 3. Ewe frequencies in different groups of body condition score (BCS), age and body weight
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o Numb Ewe Relative Numb E = Numb Rt
Relative umber weight frequency umber we age Relative umber BCS
frequency frequency

18 26 45-50 14 21 1 19 28 1

19 29 51-56 19 29 2 22 32 2

21 31 57-62 20 30 3 36 53 3

31 46 63-68 22 32 4 15 23 4

10 15 69-75 11 17 5 7 11 5

12 18 6
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Table 4. The effects of different factors on studied traits
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Table 5. Comparison of least square means (x standard error) for body weight traits in different sex and
litter size groups

(Litter size) i1y ,» 556 sliss (SeX) - Cis
2 1 (Female) sl (Male)
3.04+0.02° 3.41+0.02¢° 3.09 +0.02b 3.36 £ 0.022 (Birth weight) Ay 053
17.44+027%  19.10+0.182 17.77£021%  18.77+0.172  (Weaning weight) .5 .5 055
26.71+025°  27.53+0.17° 26.61+0.19>  27.63+0.162  (Fifth month weight)  _Sals0 035
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Table 6. Comparison of least square means (£ standard error) for body weight traits and litter size in
different BCS groups of ewes

(Trait) ciw
5 4 3 2 1
3.28+0.078 3.34+0.04% 331+0.022 315+£004% 3.03+£007¢ (Birthweight) A5 055
1852+0.33* 18.85+0.35° 18.88+0.17% 17.92+0.37° 17.18+0.61°  (Weaningweight)is,S .. 055
SSale 0 03

26.43+0.64> 27.37+£0.322 27.73+0.16° 27.41+0.34% 26.65=+0.57° . .
(Fifth month weight)

1.25+0.16> 1.70+0.10° 1.76+0.05% 1.03+0.14¢ 1.09+0.12¢  (Littersize) 5 & ;30 sliss
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Table 7. Comparison of least square means (z standard error) for body weight traits and litter size in
different groups of ewe’s ages.

(Ewe age) s oy (Ttait) ciw
6 5 4 3 2 1

SUPIST
(Birth weight)

3.16+0.03® 3.16+£0.03° 3.23+0.02%® 320+£0.02% 3.23+002%® 3.28+0.102
S 2055
(Weaning weight)
SSale 0 035
(Fifth month weight)

18.21+0.32 18.30+0.35  17.98+0.22 18.34 £0.25 18.41 +£0.26 18.40 £ 0.40

27.04+0.29 26.92+0.32 27.16+0.21 27.23+0.16 27.06+0.24  27.40+0.37

el e slaas
(Litter size)
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Table 8. Comparison of least square means (z standard error) for body weight traits and litter size in
different ewe’s body weight groups
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Abstract

Background and objectives: Body condition score of sheep depends on the amounts of muscle
and fat tissues in horizontal and vertical lumbar vertebrae that show the obesity of live animal.
This rating also controls body condition of ewe to detect physical changes and can modify farm
management toward improving productive and reproductive traits and thus farm efficiency. The
aim of this study was to investigate the effect of BCS of ewes on lamb body weight and litter
size in Chaal sheep.

Materials and methods: Body condition scores of 147 ewes with the age of one to six years
old and body weight of 45 to 75 kg were used in a sheep farm located in Takestan County,
Qazvin, Iran. Body condition scores of ewes were recorded at 10 to 12 days before mating.
Ewes were divided based on BCS into five groups with an increment of one unit (1, 2, 3, 4 and
5). Body condition scores were measured by hand and feeling the muscle and fat tissues along
the backbone (between the four last lumbar vertebrae of the spine and the last rib). Minitab 14
was used to estimate the effects of body condition scores on litter size and lamb body weights at
birth, weaning and fifth months of age. General linear model and Logistic procedures were used
for analyzing body weight traits and litter size, respectively.

Results: Effects of sex and litter size were significant on lamb body weights and male and
single lambs were heavier than female and twine lambs at birth, weaning and fifth month of age.
Ewe weight did not show significant effect on lamb body weight traits. Ewe age had a
significant effect on birth weight and non-significant effects on weaning and fifth month body
weights. Also, lamb birth weight had a significant effect on latter body weights and heavier
lambs at birth showed more weights at weaning and fifth month. Body condition score showed
significant effect on litter size and lamb weights at different ages. Lamb of ewes with BCS 3
and higher were heavier at birth, weaning and 5th month. The highest rate of twinning was
recorded in ewes with BCS 3.

Conclusion: These results suggested that Chaal ewes with at the least BCS of 3 at mating had
better productive performance and flushing could be used to improve productive and
reproductive abilities in ewes with less BCS.
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