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Abstract : Milk components analysis was carried out milk yieldMY), milk fat(MF), milk protein(MP), milk urea
nitrogen(MUN), milk solid(MS), day of non-pregnant condition{fDNPC), and days of primipara(DPRI) involved. Dairy
farms were divided high, middle and low groups according to the standard records for milk components. Examination
records were divided by farm, parity, year, season and month, the number of samples were 28,957. MUN concentration
was below 12 mg and when the MPP was below 3.0%, the days of non-pregnant condition were 94 £ 10.77 days
but concentration of MUN was under 12 mg and when MPP was above 3.2%, longer period of non-pregnant condtion
of 181.3 £ 9.25 was noted. The days of gestation of the first calving cow was 495.9 + 9.04 days when the concentration
of MUN was below 12mg/dl and MPP was under 3.0%. If the concentration of MUN was 12 mg/dl and when the
MPP was over 3.2%, the days of gestation were 511.0 + 8.36 days. It was believed that the concentrations of MPP
and MUN have significant effects on the days of non-pregnant condition and the days of gestation. Determination
of MY, MF, MP, MS, and MUN was Milkoscan 4,000~5,000 Serier(FOSS Electric Co., Copenhagen, Denmark). MUN
standard concentration was 12-18(mg/dl) similar to blood urea nitrogen(BUN). Mutual relationship of milk compo-
nents(MF, SCC, MY, DNPC, MS) and MUN concentration was low in regression analysis.
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Table 1. A standard groups of examination records for farm
classification

Groups Items Low Middle High
MY (kg) <24.1 24.1-26.8 >26.8
MFP (%) <3.80 3.80-3.90 >3.90
MPP (%) <3.00 3.00-3.28 >3.28
MUN (mg/dl) <12.0 12.0-18.0 > 18.0
SCC (thousand unit) <175 175-230 > 230
DNPC (days) <124 124-140 > 140

MY: Milk yield. MFP: Milk fat percentage. MPP: Milk protein
percentage.

MUN; Milk urea nitrogen.

SCC: Somatic cell count.

DNPC: Days of non-pregnant condition.
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Table 2. Milk yield between milk urea nitrogen concentration
and milk protein percentages

FFqA 4.35+0.052%% 7P =331, MPPE] &
T 3.2°1HA MUNE] 5
2 71 Uit

o] high

520 low FEoNA 4.42+0.057%

MUN S % MPPe} NHE
MUN 5% % MPPe} ZHES Table 49} 7+0] MPPE]
0] high (> 3.2)°1HA] MUN2] 45=0] low G750
A 891+ 0.028%= 7 =L, MPPE] 50| low T
(<3.0°18A MUN2| §<£0] high 54 8.23 +0.026%
o= 7P 2t

MUN s % MPPe} %EH%#—

MUN &% % MPP} FEH|Y4+ Table 58 Zo] MPP
9] 40| high (> 3.2)018A MUNA
oA 181.319.25U = 713 AU om, MPPS] 50| low
PE(<3.0)018AH MUN2Q| 520] fow 520l 94.1 £10.77
d= 7 #A Vel

TFo| low F

MUN SE % MPPR} =APo| $EfAUH
MUN §% % MPPS} F4H9-9] SH|dH2 Table 634
7+o] MPPY] 0] high $5(> 3.2)0]8A MUN—J GZeo]

middle FoA 513.7+6.9842 7P 4T, MPP] +

Fo] low F(<3.0)°|HA MUNE 4Z0] low, middle
2 high &3 MPP 0] middle $55(3.0~3.2)°]dA
MUN¢®] $255°] high 5ollA 232 4959 +9.04, 498.5+7.08

2 496.0+ 7477 501.9+ 7.5749 = 7 #A Vet

Table 4. Milk solid percentages between milk urea nitrogen
concentration and milk protein percentages

MPP MUN (mg/dl)
(%) Low(< 12) Middle(12~18) High(> 18)
Low LSmeant 30.63+0.64° 30.97+0.55° 32.47+0.56"
(<3.0) SEN%) 398(2.7) 2513(172) 1,434 (9.8)

Middle LSmean* 27.01 £0.66° 27.38+0.56° 28.47+0.57°
(3.0~32) SEN(%) 335(2.3) 1,796 (123) 1,201 (8.2)

High LSmeanz 22.03 +0.60° 2242+ 0.54" 22.99 £ 0.55°
(>32) SEN®%) 639 (44) 3329 (22.8) 2,970 (203)

abedef in the same column with different superscripts means differ
significantly(p < 0.01).

Table 3. Milk fat percentages between milk urea nitrogen
concentration and milk protein percentages

MPP ~_ MUN (mg/d)
(%) Low(< 12) Middle(12~18) High(> 18)

Low LSmeant 828 £0.030° 826+ 0.025% 8.23 + 0.026¢
(<3.0) SEN(%) 398 (2.7) 2,513(172) 1434 (9.8)
Middle LSmean+ 8.60 +0.030° 8.53 + 0.026° 8.49 ++0.026°

(3.0~3.2) SEN(%) 335 (23) 1,796 (12.3) 1,201 (8.2)

High LSmean+ 8.91+0.028* 8.86£0.025° 8.85 0.025"

(>32) SEN®%) 639 (4.4) 3329 (22.8) 2,970 (20.3)

abcdefg in the same column with different superscripts means
differ significantly(p < 0.01).

Table 5. Day of non-pregnant between milk urea nitrogen
concentration and milk protein percentages

MPP MUN (mg/dl)
(o) Low(< 12) Middle(12~18) High(> 18)

MPP MUN (mg/dl)
(7o) Low(< 12) Middle(12~18) High(> 18)

Low LSmeant 3.66+0.061¢ 3.67+0.052° 3.70 + 0.053¢
(<3.0) SEN®%) 398 (2.7) 2513(17.2) 1434 (9.8)

Low LSmeant 94.1%10.77% 100.0 +8.66° 94.3 +9.02¢
(<3.0) SEN(%) 143(1.8) 1,048 (13.1) 571 (7.1)

Middle LSmeant 3.91+0.063° 3.92+0.053° 3.95 £ 0.054°
(3.0~3.2) SEN(%) 335(23) 1,796 (123) 1,201 (8.2)

Middle LSmeant+ 113.2 + 10.33* 120.5 +8.69° 115.6+ 8.97°
(3.0~32) SE N(%) 180 (2.2) 982 (122) 645 (8.0)®

High LSmeant 4.42+0.057° 4.32+0.051° 435+ 0.052%
(>32) SEN(%) 639 (4.4) 3,329 (22.8) 2,970 (20.3)

High LSmeant 181.3+9.25 163.2+8.53" 157.0£8.61°
(>32) SEN(%) 428(53) 2,101 (26.2) 1,920 (23.9)

abed in the same column with different superscripts means differ
significantly(p < 0.01).

abcde in the same column with different superscripts means differ
significantly(p < 0.01).
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Table 6. Day of primipara between milk urea nitrogen
concentration and milk protein percentages
MPP MUN (mg/dl)
(%) Low(< 12) Middle(12~18) High(> 18)
Low LSMean+ 4959+9.04° 498.5+ 7.08° 496.0 +7.47°
(<3.0) SEN%) 139(29) 786 (163) 473 (9.8)
Middle LSMean + 508.6 + 9.40* 507.7 £ 7.30® 501.9 %+ 7.57°
(3.0~32) SEN(%) 118 24) 611 (12.7) 415 (8.6)
High LSMean+ 511.0 £ 8.36™ 513.7+6.98* 505.5 +7.12%
(>32) SEN®) 209 4.3) 1,121 23.2) 953 (19.8)

ab in the same column with different superscripts means differ
significantly(p < 0.01).
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Fig. 1. Correlation coefficient between daily yield and day of
non-pregnant condition.
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Fig. 2. Correlation coefficient between daily milk yield and
days of primipara.
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