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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to improve the reproductive efficiency of dairy herds by comparison and analyzing estrous appea-
rance rate, conception and non-conception rate according to the stage of lactation using the lactation and reproductive
records of average (less than 10,000 liters milk in 305 days) and high yielding (more than 10,000 liters milk in 305
days) Holstein cows (n=102). Milk production and reproduction data were collected between January 2010 and Decem-
ber 2012 from Holstein cows kept in the commercial dairy farms. Average (n=32) and high yielding (n=24) Holstein
cows used to analyze the relationship between milk yield and reproductive performance. Our results showed that es-
trous appearance rate according to the stage of lactation was 25.0% (30~59d), 40.6% (60~89d), 25% (90~110d) and
9.4% (>111d) in average yielding cows and 16.7% (30~59d), 20.8% (60~89d), 12.5% (90~110d) and 50.0% (>111d) in
high yielding cows, respectively. Conception rate according to the stage of lactation was 87.5% (30~59d), 61.5% (60~
89d), 75.0% (90~110d) and 66.7% (>111d) in average yielding cows and 25.0% (30~59d), 0% (60~89d), 33.3% (90~
110d) and 50.0% (>111d) in high yielding cows, respectively. Days between parturition and conception was 23.7%
(<149d), 0% (150~209d) and 0% (>210 d) in average yielding cows and 69.0% (<149 d), 77.8% (150~209d) and 38.9%
(>210d) in high yielding cows, respectively. Conception rate from 110 days postpartum in high yielding cows was
41.7% (110~150d), 50.0% (151~180d) and 50.0% (>181d). Body condition score (BCS) in 120 days postpartum was
2.64+0.1 in average yielding cows and 2.28+0.1 in high yielding cows, respectively.

(Key words : Holstein, Milk yield, Estrous appearance rate, Conception rate, Days between parturition and con-

ception, BCS)
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Table 1. Estrous appearance rate during postpartum

Estrous appearance

No. of head rate(%)
30~59 days postpartum 17 16.7
60~89 days postpartum 29 28.4
90~110 days postpartum 21 20.6

=111 days postpartum 35 '34.3

Table 2. Conception rate during postpartum

No. of Conception
head n 9,
30~59 days postpartum 17 9 529
60~89 days postpartum 29 15 51.7
90~110 days postpartum 21 10 47.6
=111 days postpartum 35 17 48.6

5 AR A¥, 9§ 35~59Y9 35.7%, 60~90%
46.0% % 120~150¥ 654%Ftta B, ¥ A
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I, A2l A 30~59Y0 16.7%, 60~89%Y 20.8%,
90~110% 125%, 1114 °]d 50.0%3Ich AAHe-= ¢4
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Table 3. Estrous appearance rate during postpartum in average
and high yielding cows

Average yielding cow High yielding cow*

n % n %
Day 30~59 8 25.0 4 16.7
Day 60~89 13 40.6 5 20.8
Day 90~110 8 25.0 3 125
=>Day 111 3 94 12 50.0

* 305-day milk yields >10,000 kg.
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Table 4. Conception rate during postpartum in average and high
yielding cows

Average yielding cow High yielding cow

No. of o No. of o
head Preg. %o head Preg. Yo
Day 30~59 8 7 87.5 4 1 25.0
Day 60~89 13 8 61.5 5 0 0
Day 90~110 8 6 75.0 3 1 33.3
=Day 111 3 2 66.7 12 6 50.0
Total 32 23 719 24 8 33.3
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6,364~6,818 kg©l 52%, 7,727~ 8,181 kg 44%, 8,636~
9,090 kg 43%, 9,545~10,000 kg 40%, 10,454 kg ©]/go]
38%= frigo] Boldas 34 FeHiEo] SolAe &
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stl=H, o= & L?Oﬂﬂ Zﬁ}ﬂ HHP F 60~89Y9
= A=A IH] 38.6%L s ﬂ? A7) 0%
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A} Aol A 5 74 1109 2 9992 fe]% el xpo] 2 1}
BTk ake] B Aok FAKGE AAE Ho FTh
A9 EHJ T 110 ©]%9 FHE BE¥XE X
oA B ukel 7ol 110~1502 41.7(5/12), 151~180Y
50.0(3/6), 1802 ] 50.0%(10/20)$At}. Bozworth 5(1972)

00>{

=

Ei S



Relationships among Lactation Stage, Milk Yield and Reproductive Performance in Dairy Cows 139

Table 5. Days between parturition and conception in average and high yielding cows

Average yielding cow

High yielding cow

No. of head n Yo No. of head n %

<Day 149 38 9 23.7 29 20 69.0
Day 150~209 1 0 9 7 77.8
>Day 210 1 0 18 7 389

Table 6. Conception rate from 110 days postpartum in high
yielding Holstein cows

Table 7. Body condition score (BCS) in 120 days postpartum in
average and high yielding cows

Conception
No. of head
n %
Day 110~150 12 5 41.7
Day 151~180 6 3 50.0
= Day 181 20 10 50.0

o

o BuizkAo] 405 ooz 71 7te] 4 SHE
o glojA Bk & 0~459 47%, 46~60Y 44%, 61~90
A 55%, 91~1209 58%, 121~180Y 57%, 1814 o]
62%TraL skglEd], 121~180Y 57% 2 180 olA+
62%+= 2 AT A3} HSgk Al7]91 151~180Y 50.0%
2 1819 o)At 50.0%HTHE HS FEjEolglon,
o] el A7|HT} #e Fiol A= Hdt HekS YER
Atk

Ha - AFFe B F 120949] BCSw
E 7004 HE wie} o] HRE-o A$- 264401, 1L
-0 49 2284012 FHEFHF7F 550l vEt
o] BCS7} 036 #< A3s WERATHp<0.05). Butler
(2003)= ATHEE B THTEUE HFF7](125~
229o]] Wt yhgAdo] W U R A ¥E Ak, BCS
7 S Z9(1.5~25) Wi E A So] Hadrhar s,
o] BCSE s & uwl, ¥ d3 Ay uFF$- BCS
2282 W& AEE Holal Ut} Garnsworthy(1988)= %4
3 HAAAHS 471 YA BCS7F 2~301H Fi-3)
thar 319lo, Buckly 5(2003) 7Hd F2& WA
A7) M E AFEAY Bk A HoA o] BCST) Folok
sled], ¥1F A BCSE 336, A4 Ale 287, ke
2.630]2kaL 3te, B AFAde] uFFS L HF -
9] 228 @ 264% BCS 2~30l&= X3hE 9o}, HalHel
BCS 2.637} H|a3l3S wf, afa-9] 2282 YWokal,
-0 2.6494= B33t Wallace(2000) = H+3
71(1~30%) BCS 3.09, HI-+3#7d71(31~100%) 2.61, Hl+t
+71(101~200%) 2.69, H]-F<$-71(201~300%) 3.000]2}L
AABFE =, ¥ AFATe] 1208 4= HlH5 7o sl
st 7|17 e R, A 2 HaaHor 47 228 4
26495, LS9 A= vlHF7]1¢] BCS 2.695.UF
3 whekal, F 99 49w v 295 e

No. of BCS
head (in 120 days postpartum)
High yielding cow 8 2.28+0.1°
Average yielding cow 23 2.64+0.1°

" Values with different superscripts in the same column are
significantly different (p<0.05).
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