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Summary 

Ivashkiv R.M. 
L'vivsky national university of veterinary medicine and biottechnologies of the 

name of S.Z. Gzhickogo. 
STATE OF RECREATION OF HIGH-PERFORMANCE COWS ON 

RESULTS THE OBSTETRIC HEALTH CENTRE SYSTEM ON AN 
EXAMPLE PAF THE BILYI STIK AND  DP OF YAMNYCYA 

Reproductive ability of animals is the determining index of development of 
stock-raising and production of stock-raising goods. At the intensive conduct of the 
cattle breeding it is needed to labour for the receipt of issue from every clinically 
healthy cow in the set terms, that leaving of cow from a herd was not unprofitable for 
a proprietor [Yablonskiy v.A., Khomin s.P. 2006].   

Key words: obstetrics pathology, lactogenesis, reproduction, obstetrics 
dyspanserysation, partum pathology, endometritis, metrritis. 
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