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Table 1 Details of analyzed data (M+SD)

PR Milk
yield/kg

29.49+7.83
32.76+10.52
33.00+11.40
30.92+9.39

ALl
Milk fat
percentage/%
3.81+0.88
3.77+0.90
3.784+0.90
3.79+0.89

2

AEAF
Milk protein
percentage/%
3.05+0.31
3.14+0.35
3.11+0.36
3.08+0.33

FL A A2 i %
Milk SCC/ (X103 4>
/mL)
174.54+418.30
242.96+535.40
326.07+634.46
217.22+494.53
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99 Table 2 The fitness and parameters for lactation curve of milk yield, fat percentage and protein percentage
100 with Wood’s model
BREE
TR HY N . .
. I [7] = 7R
P ] . £
) . Time e BI&E %
HHE BEIR Time of . . eEh & .
a b c reaching Peak Minimum Residual
Items Parity peak Persistence  J&
the milk value Mean
milk . eld/ke R? 5
uares
vield/fd minimum  yield/kg q
value/&
Y 1 232100 02145  -0.016 0.99 0.1126
12.92 324263 4.98
Milk yield 6
2 29.7600 02523 -0.028 098  0.6689
5 8.95 40.194 5 4.47
3 30.5400 0.2355 -0.029 099 03719
3 8.04 39.4230 4.36
HAgZ 1 47500 -0.1466 0.008 9 16.47 3.65 4.03 096 0.0019
Milk fat 2 4.6330 -0.1440 0.0092 15.65 3.60 4.01 096 0.0022
percentage 3 4.6337  -0.1425 0.009 0 15.83 3.60 4.04 092 0.0042
AEHE 1 33410 01053  0.009 2 11.45 2.87 4.19 0.93  0.0026
Milk 2 33482  -0.1190 0.0105 11.33 2.83 4.01 090 0.0053
protein 3 34840 -0.1217 0.0105 0.88  0.0062
11.59 2.92 4.00
percentage
32060 -0.1810 0.0129 14.03 2.38 3.56 093  0.0030
FLr sCs
29020 -0.1284 0.0143 8.98 2.49 3.70 097 0.0032
Milk SCS
33220 -0.1314 0.0129 10.19 2.79 3.78 094 0.0746
101 FUEHR . AEARRIMERAL N %,
102 Units of milk fat percentage and milk protein percentage were %.
103 3 i
104 3.1 AFEIG T HrE A i L i 2305 BOR B LB A
105 AWFFCRIL, 1 Bar= g a i B A 12,92 A (90 ), 2. 3 a4l 8.95 (63 d)
106 F18.04 A (56 d), SEARITEEMRIER 1. 2. 3 JAHIF= & i H B (8] 3-510 4 9.9(70 d)-
107 7.4 (58d) 7.6 & (53d) FEAR—F, 1 JGH™WhE g B M4 )5, (55 REA 5]
108 RGBT E AT m HEE YA 1L 20 3 B0 gl i LN R) 23 5009 67 30, 33 d AHELE
109 VG, B 22 57 10 J5 D8] AT e A2 AR AR SRS 58 Hh BT AR SR R T K I SE 7 0 e AR AL
110 2, A FRP K= MX P42 RH 1A HIES 1 RABER T 2, WL EIE R A,
111 FTREBRA W FLEE LS, BUE RA 1 IREE DS, TO0 = 9h & Ve HA 30 AN TA) A0 Bt P e A )
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Abstract: This study aimed to fit the changing curves of milk yield, milk fat percentage, milk
protein percentage and milk somatic cell score (SCS) of Chinese Holstein dairy cows in Yangtze
river delta using Wood’s model. Data at the amount of 104 368 was collected from ten medium or
large size farms of Chinese Holstein dairy cows (first to third parities) in Yangtze river delta, and
Wood’s model was used to fit the changing curves of milk yield, milk fat percentage, milk protein
percentage and milk somatic cell score. The result showed as follows: 1) the curve of milk yield of
Chinese Holstein was the standard lactation curve, and the curves of milk fat percentage, milk
protein percentage and milk SCS showed the reversed parabola shape. 2) The goodness of fit was
above 0.98 for milk yield of different parities, then following with that of milk SCS of different
parities, which was above 0.93, and the goodness of fit was above 0.92 for milk fat percentage of
different parities. 3) The time of peak milk yield of the first and second parities was close to that
reaching the lowest milk SCS, and the lowest milk fat percentage appeared relatively late. 4) The
peak milk yield of the first parity (32.426 3 kg/d) was lower than that of the second and third
parities, while the persistence of keeping high milk yield (4.98) and milk protein percentage (4.19)
of the first parity was higher than those of the second and third parities. It can be concluded that
Wood’s model is suitable for fitting of curves of milk yield, milk fat percentage, milk protein
percentage and milk SCS of Chinese Holstein dairy cows in Yangtze river delta.

Key words: Wood’s model; milk yield; milk composition; somatic cell score; lactation curve;

Chinese Holstein dairy cows in Yangtze river delta
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