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Summary

Thispaper considersthe nutritional management of high
yielding cows by examining energy flux during early
lactation and providing quantitative data on the extent
and duration of body tissue mobilisation. Early studies
failed to establish the commencement of energy
repletion by lactation week 20 but in alater study, where
higher ME intakes were achieved, body energy loss
ceased at week 14. Thisdid not, however, coincidewith
body weight change which fell from calving to week 5
before increasing thereafter, irrespective of genetic
merit, albeit at different rates. Body condition score
changeswere amuch closer reflection of measured body
energy change.

The possible implications of impaired energy
intake in early lactation on reproductive function are
presented, where areduction in conception rate to first
service with high yielding cows was attributed to
significant disruptions in the cyclity of the cows post
calving, with persistent corpusluteabeing an important
factor, as well as cows that showed early cyclity,
followed by a considerable period of anoestrus.

High yielding cows in early lactation appear to
spend as much as 12 h per day either eating or
ruminating, and an estimate of 14 minutes required to
ingest and ruminate each kg of fresh food was obtained.
Without significant changes in diet composition,
especialy total DM content, intakes of 30 kg DM/d
appear close to the limit for most cows; higher levels
could only be achieved by providing drier diets.

Finally the paper examines the concepts of
metabolic load and capacity and, whilst recognising that
Holsteins have high total energy fluxes, these are not
excessivewhen body weight (and hence metabolic body
weight) are taken into account. Furthermore, when
compared against the feats of other animals (including
humans) these fluxes are not major cause for concern,
provided deficits between energy input and output are
kept to aminimum in both extent and duration.

Keywords: dairy cows, genetic merit, energy
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Introduction

Only 10 years ago morethan 90% of the dairy cowson
United Kingdom (UK) farmswere * Black and Whites
and the predominant breed was Friesian. Sincethenthe
situation has changed remarkably, for whilst Black and
White cows still prevail, Holsteins have become the
major breed with only few herds ableto claim purebred
Friesian status. Theimportation of North American and
Dutch semen has contributed significantly to these
changes whilst herd sizes and annual lactation yields
havebothincreased. Against afixed National milk quota
of 14x10° litres, the average herd size is rapidly
approaching 100 cows and in the last 15 yearsthe total
number of dairy cows has fallen from 3.2 million to
2.3 million. This has undoubtedly led to higher yield
expectations, with current estimates indicating
an increase of almost 1000 litres/cow since 1992.
However, whilst averageyield still remains at between
6000 and 6500 litreswhen first calf heifersareincluded,
many herds are averaging over 8000 litres/cow,
some are approaching 10,000 litres/cow whilst
individual cowsyielding over 12,000 litres per lactation
are not uncommon.

Awarenessthat these cowswere markedly different
from their Friesian predecessorswas slow to berealised,
but as farmers strove to manage Holsteins to achieve
their potential anumber of important management issues
started to emerge. Research information on high genetic
merit cows fed typical UK rations was scant and a
preliminary report by Ryder (1994) |eft many questions
unanswered. The UK dairy industry continuesto place
considerable emphasis on the use of home-grown
forages for milk production, grazed and ensiled grass
being the most popular sources. The quality of grass
silage hasimproved considerably asnew harvesting and
ensiling technol ogi es have been adopted, but over recent
years interest in aternative forages including maize
silage and whole crop wheat silage hasincreased. Many
cowsare now fed morethan oneforagetype, especially
during periods of peak milk production. At the same
time farmers and nutritionists have recognised the
importance of starch in dairy cow diets, and through
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the inclusion of maize silage, along with a plentiful
supply of cheap wheat, it isquite common to seerations
containing 20+% starch in the total dry matter (DM).

The major issue facing those who manage high
yielding cows continues to be the control of nutrient
use between milk synthesisand body tissue mobilisation.
Many of these cows experience considerable loss of
body tissue during early lactation but no benchmarks
areavailableinrelation toideal rate or duration of body
tissue mobilisation in order to avoid metabolic
problems, compromised productivity and, in some
cases, reduced longevity. Equally, both reproductive
function and immuno-competencein cowsexperiencing
extensive tissue mobilisation may be compromised but
reliable data on the extent and the causes have not been
available. It was the suggestion that cessation of
bodyweight loss, which generally occursin these cows
by lactation week 5t0 6, wasindicative of cowsreaching
their nadir of body energy content that led thislaboratory
to undertake acomprehensive research programmeinto
thenutritional management of high yielding dairy cows.
In this context high yielding animals have been
considered to be those with annual lactationsin excess
of 10,000 litres. Of most concern wasthefailure, based
on current feeding standards, to bal ance energy output
asmilk and as heat (assumed) with energy intake (also
assumed) and assumed energy contribution from body
tissue, suggesting either that systems for meeting the
energy requirements of high yielding cows required
substantial revision or that many of the assumptions
wereincorrect.

Materials and methods

Studies in which the lactation performance of high
yielding cows has been examined and in someinstances
compared with averageyielding cowswill be presented
and supported by studies designed to measure total
energy flux (input, output and partition) using open
circuit respiration calorimetry. In addition, results of
comprehensive monitoring of the reproductive
competence of these animals will be presented whilst
some preliminary datarelating to the behaviour of high
yielding cows in relation to allocation of time for
essential processes (eating, ruminating etc) will also be
detailed. Finally consideration will be givento thework
load experienced by such animals, before concluding
with recommendationsfor the management of theseand
future high yielding dairy cows.

Preliminary studies to examine
energy metabolism in high
yielding dairy cows

Inastudy involving only 4 high yielding cows (Beever

et al. 1998) full energy balances were determined
between weeks 5 and 20 of |actation at 5 week intervals.

Maximum milk yield was51.7 kg/d (week 5), declining
to 43.7 kg/d by week 20. However milk composition
was impaired with subnormal fat levels at weeks 5 and
10 (mean 33.4 g/kg) and low protein throughout (mean
30.4 g/kg), with alowest weekly mean value of 27.9 g/
kg (week 5). Measured metabolizable energy (ME)
intakes ranged between 250 and 282 M J/d, the highest
value being observed at week 15, but in all cases this
was not sufficient to prevent substantial energy
mobilisation. The main reason was the high rates of
heat production (mean 160 MJ/d), which were
substantially greater than the mean value of 106 MJ/d
reported by Sutton et al. (1991) for British Friesian
cows, athough neither study provided data.on cow body
weight by which these estimates could be compared.
Consequently, body energy loss amounted to 43 MJ/d
at week 5, equivalent to not less than2 kg body tissue
based on the estimates of tissue energy content provided
by Alderman and Cottrill (1993). Reduced losses of
26,19 and 34 MJ/d at weeks 10, 15 and 20 respectively
indicated that body tissue mobilisation still exceeded 1
kg/d at lactation week 20. Thissuggestsapossibleloss
of 4 GJ body tissue by week 20, and assuming most of
this energy is derived from body fat, equates to aloss
of body fat approximating to 100 kg.

Inastudy involving the serial slaughtering of cows
between calving and week 29 of lactation, Gibbs et al.
(1992) estimated a mean body fat level at calving for
British Friesian/Holsteins of 90 kg. Similar data for
Holsteinsare not avail able but based on their larger size
yet generally leaner body compositionitisunlikely these
animals will have substantially greater fat reserves at
calving. Onthisbasisit is concluded that the estimated
mobilisation of body fat noted by Beever et al. (1998)
for Holsteins represented a major proportion of total
body fat reserves.

Due to limited numbers of cows, body weight
changes and reproductive function were not determined,
but the substantial reductions in milk fat and protein
contentswere clearly indicative of aninadequateintake
of nutrients, particularly ME, especially in early
lactation.

A systematic comparison of
nutrient utilisation and lactational
perfomance in high (HYC) and
average yielding (AYC) cows

This study compromised 28 HY Cs, with 8 randomly
assigned to cal orimetric studiesto quantify energy flux,
and the remainder compared with 20 AYCs in a full
lactation study (Beever et al. 2000). All cows were
selected from the CEDAR herd on the basis of previous
lactation yields greater than 10000 kg (HYC), and
greater than 7500 kg but not morethan 10000 kg (AY C).
The HYCs were fed a total mixed ration (TMR)
comprising maize silage, grass silage, dried lucerne,
chopped grass hay, potato starch and aconcentrate blend



(31:6:14:4:5:40 DM basis) providing 480 gDM/kg fresh
weight, and 217 g starch, 67 g sugars, 318 g NDF and
178 g crude protein per kgDM. The AY Cs received a
TMR based on similar ingredients but with lower ME
and crude protein contents. HY Cs were milked three
timesdaily whilst AY Cswere milked only twice daily.
All cows were weighed and body condition scored
weekly for thefirst 24 weeks of lactation.

The results (Table 1) indicate the DM intake of
the HY C was the greater by approximately 2 kg/d,
corresponding to mean intakes of 37.1 and 33.2 g/kg
body weight for HY C and AY C respectively. Mean milk
yield was approximately 10 kg/d higher for the HY Cs,
equivalent to an extra 1660 kg milk by the end of week
24. However milk produced by HY Cs had lower fat
and protein contents, with mean fat level being similar
to that recorded earlier by Beever et al. (1998), whilst

Table 1 The lactational performance of high— and
average-yielding cows between calving and
week 24 of lactation.

Cow group HYC AYC SED

DM intake (kg/d) 23.1 21.2 0.96
Milk yield (kg/d)
Mean 42.4 325 1.39
Peak 49.1 37.8 1.66
Milk composition (g/kg)
Fat 38.8 43.0 9.2
Protein 31.2 33.9 8.1

Liveweight (kg)

Week 1 627 630 18.3
Week 6 615 632 16.7
Week 12 625 647 16.9

Body condition score

Week 1 2.2 2.4 0.19
Week 6 1.9 2.1 0.15
Week 12 15 2.3 0.16
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milk protein showed amodest improvement. | n contrast
the AY Cshad satisfactory milk fat and protein contents
such that when the two groups of cowswere compared
with respect to combined milk fat and protein
production, the 30% greater milk yield of the HYC
resulted in an improved solids (fat and protein) output
only 19% greater.

Both groups of cows had similar body weights
immediately post—calving but HY Cs showed anet loss
of body weight by week 6 (0.2 kg/d) whilst AYCs at
this time were similar to their post—calving weights.
Thereafter, AY Cs gained at 0.21 kg/d to week 12 and
overall (to week 24) at 0.45 kg/d, whilst HY Cs showed
correspondingly lower gains of 0.14 and 0.28 kg/d
respectively. At the same time, al cows lost body
condition score (BCS), but both extent and duration
were larger for HYCs than AY Cs, the former not
reaching their nadir until week 12 whilst AY Cs were
showing substantial repletion of BCS by that time.

The 8 HY Cs selected for the energy metabolism
study were fed the same ration and the results, as
reported by Hattan et al. (2001) are summarised in
Table 2. Overall DM intake averaged 24.3 kg/d and
peaked between weeks 12 and 18, whilst milk yield was
almost 52 kg/d at week 6 and declined thereafter at just
over 1% per week. At week 6, milk fat and protein
contents were characteristically reduced and did not
achieveacceptablelevelsuntil week 24 for fat and week
30for protein. Measured ME intake in week 6 was 279
MJ/d, comparableto the highest value noted by Beever
et al. (1998), whilst by week 18 an increase of almost
20 MJ/d gave a mean intake approaching 300 MJ/d.
Milk energy output on the other hand was highest in
week 6, equivalent to 52% of total M E intake, declining
progressively thereafter with lactation stage to 105
MJ/d by week 30. In contrast, heat energy was largely
unaffected by stage of lactation (mean 160 M J/d), with
estimated energy deficits of 22 and 6 MJ/d noted at
weeks 6 and 12 respectively. Thereafter, small positive
tissue energy retentionswere noted, indicating that body
energy mobilisation ceased at approximately week 14
of lactation. Interestingly, this more or less coincided

Table 2 Energy metabolism in high yielding cows between calving and week 30 of

lactation (units are MJ/d unless stated).

Week 6 12 18 24 30 SEM
DMI (kg/d) 24.1 25.3 25.2 23.7 23.3 0.7
Milk yield (kg/d) 51.7 47.7 43.9 39.6 354 1.30
Milk content (g/kg)

Fat 33.3 331 33.9 36.1 36.2 13.00

Protein 28.2 29.6 304 30.7 32.3 7.00
ME intake 279 291 297 284 277 9.1
Milk energy 144 132 126 116 105 3.6
Heat energy 157 166 163 156 157 4.2
Retained energy -22 -6.0 9.2 13 17 5.30
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with the minimal BCS noted in the production study
reported by Beever et al. (2000).

Extrapolating these data to the first 30 weeks of
lactation provided estimates of the likely changes in
total body energy content and, assuming most of this
was related to body fat stores, estimates of changesin
body fat content were al so computed. By | actation week
10, cows had lost 2.15 GJ of body energy equivalent to
60 kg body fat. During lactation weeks 1120, a small
overall net body energy gain of 0.16 GJequivalentto a
gain of 4.5 kg body fat was estimated, indicating aperiod
of relatively stable body energy reserves, whilst the
largest repletion occurred during weeks 21-30 with
body tissue showing a net gain of 0.98 GJ, equivalent
to ailmost 28 kg body fat. Neverthel ess, based on these
calculations, it appearsthat even at week 30 these cows
had not fully replaced the body fat reservesthat existed
at calving and were used in support of milk production
during early lactation. Furthermore, on thebasisof total
milk energy secretion from calving to week 10 (9.6 GJ),
atotal energy cost of 15.4 GJ can be determined, of
which approximately 14% had been derived from
mobilised body tissue, assuming for the purpose of this
calculation that all maintenance costswere derived from
the feed.

Reproductive function in high and
average yielding cows managed
under the same system

The cows described in the previous study were
extensively monitored from 3 weeks pre—calving
through to lactation week 20 (minimum) and theresults
have been reported by Tayler et al. (2000). The data
are summarised in Table 3 and provide a detailed
characterisation of the reproductive cycle based on
measurements made three times weekly of milk
progesterone levels, as described by Lamming and
Darwash (1998), along with actua fertility in terms of
conception ratesto first service and days from calving
to conception. Overal, the AY C had considerably better
reproductivefunction than HY C with only 25% showing
any abnormality. Only 10% of all AYC failed to
recommence cycling (DOV1 +PCL1), al of these
attributable to persistent corporaluteain theimmediate
post partum period (PCL1). A further 10% of cows
failedto cyclefor asecond time (DOV 2), having shown
earlier cyclity, whilst 5% of the cows suffered from
persistent corpora lutealater in the reproductive cycle
(PCL2). Consequently, conception to first service was
50%, with an average of 87 days open, indicating a
projected calving index of 362 days.

In contrast, only 43% of the HY C showed normal
reproductive activity, significant problems being
encountered with many cows. Collectively, 32% of the
cows did not start to cycle when expected (DOV1
+PCL 1) with approximately two thirds of these suffering
from PCLs(PCL1=21% of al cows) and theremainder

failing to cyclefor other reasons. A further 14% of the
cows failed to show subsequent cycling after a
successful first cycle (DOV2) whilst 11% of the cows
had PCLs between later reproductive cycles.
Consequently, conception to first service was reduced
to 39%, yet only a small overall increase in average
days open was noted (94 days). Comparing the two
groups of cows, it would appear that failure to
recommence cyclity (DOV 1) and persistent CLsin the
immediate post partum period (PCL 1) were the major
contributory factors to the impaired reproductive
function seenin HYCs.

Table 3 Reproductive function of high— and average—
yielding cows (units are % unless stated).

HYC AYC

Cycle classification:

Normal 43 75

DOV1 11 0

DOV2 14 10

PCL1 21 10

PCL2 11 5
First service conception 39 50
Calving to conception (d) 94 87

DOV1 Delayed ovulation in the post—partum phase

DOV2 Ceased to ovulate later in the cycle

PCL1(2) Persistent corpus luteum during immediate post
partum period (between later reproductive cycles)

Thesedataare currently being examinedinrelation
to extensiveanaysis of blood metabolitesand the energy
fluxes observed in these cows with the intention of
establishing to what extent a compromised nutritional
state of HY Cs may have contributed to these effects.
Data of this nature are relatively scarce, although it is
recognised by farmersthat the reproductive function of
high yielding cows is often compromised. In a recent
study to examine possi bl e rel ationships between genetic
merit, level of milk production, blood parameters and
reproductive function, Snijders et al. (2001) used two
groups of cows of contrasting genetic merit. Whilst all
cowsweresignificantly lower yielding than those used
in our study, and differences in milk yield between
genetic merit classes were less pronounced (mean to
120 days; 28.6 v 31.8 kg/d), overall reproductive
function in the cows of higher genetic merit was
significantly compromised. For thelower yielding cows,
conception to first service was 52% with an overall
conception rate during a 13 week breeding cycle of
94%. These cows lost 0.23 BCS between calving and
first service, had a backfat at first service of 0.37 cm
and required 1.91 services per conception. In contrast,
only 41% of the genetically superior cows conceived
tofirst servicewith atotal conception rateover 13 weeks
of 77%. BCS loss to first service was greater (0.47)



and fat depth at this time was reduced (0.26 cm), and
2.7 services were required per successful conception.
Examination of blood parameters was however rather
inconclusive, for whilst higher genetic merit cows had
lower blood glucose and |GF1 |evel s, the magnitude of
the differenceswas quite small and blood NEFA levels
were unaffected. However data of Tayler et al. (2000)
where differencesin thelactational performance of the
cowswere greater indicated someinteresting effectson
IGF1 levels, these were significantly reduced in high
yielding cows providing large quantities of milk.

Behaviour and time allocation in
high yielding cows

In earlier studies it had been noted that during peak
levels of production, HY Cs may consume over 25 kg
feed DM/d which, with aration DM content of just less
than 50%, resulted in atotal fresh weight intake of 50+
kg. To this must be added 100-120 litres of water
consumed daily, equivalent to atotal intake of feed and
water of 160+ kg/d. This amounts to the cow eating
and drinking her own body weight every 4 days, initself
aphenomenal task the magnitude of whichismademore
evident when it is realised that this equates to 7 kg/h.
These intakes of feed and water are by no means
maximal and in more recent studies, DM intakes
approaching 30 kg/d have been achieved, although
currently no data on water consumption are available
from that study.

To examine this matter further, Mogg (2000)
closely monitored some HY Cs in relation to specific
activitiesundertaken during anormal day when thecows
(mean body weight 639 kg) wereyielding 48 kg milk/d
at approximately week 8 of lactation and consuming
24.2 kgDM/d, The results (Table 4) indicate that the
cowstook 200 minutesto consumetheir total daily feed
intakein 20 distinct bouts at an average rate per minute
of 0.12 kg DM or 0.26 kg fresh weight. In addition
they spent 500 minutes ruminating, indicating that
prehension and ora degradation of feed occupied a most
50% of each day. The cows had 24 significant bouts
of rumination, largely reflecting the number of
meal s consumed, with an overall rate of approximately
10 minutes’kg fresh weight consumed, to which must
be added 4 minutes taken to consume each kg of fresh
feed. Of total rumination time, the cows spent over one
third lying with a further 260 minutes spent lying and
idling. From these datait is possible to develop amore
comprehensive budget on which to consider the likely
limitsin terms of feed intake as restricted by available
time. With time spent eating and ruminating already
accounted for and assuming the cowswoul d be rel uctant
to forfeit any of their lying but idling (resting?) time,
it can be assumed that 473 minutes still remain for
possible ‘useful’ activity. However cows need to be
milked (45 min/d), to drink (18 bouts at 2 min/bout =
36 min), to groom (30 min) and to defecate and urinate
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(25 min; all approximations) which reduces time
available for extra feed prehension to 337 minutes.
Referring to the earlier estimate of 14 minutes to
consume and ruminate 1 kg of feed, a theoretical
maximum intake of 35.7kg DM/d is estimated for a
ration containing almost 50% DM of similar
composition to that used by Hattan et al. (2001). In
reality itisunlikely that such levels of intake would be
achieved on such diets, suggesting that diets will need
to have higher DM contents if intakes to match likely
future levels of milk production are to be realised.

Table 4 Behaviour of high yielding cows during early
lactation (units are minutes unless stated).
(DM intake, 24.2kg/d; water intake, 108.8 litres/d;
milk yield, 48 kg/d).

Eating Ruminating Idling Drinking
199 506 735* ND
Posture:
Standing 199 325 473 ND
Lying 0 181 262 ND
No. of bouts 20 24 ND 18

ND; Not determined
* By difference, includes drinking

A comparison of the metabolic
load of high yielding dairy cows
with other animals

One consequence of higher yielding dairy cows hasbeen
the concerns expressed by some that metabolic rate is
such in terms of both duration and magnitude that they
are considered to be close to their limits of metabolic
capacity and thus unlikely to be able to cope with the
demands being placed upon them, either overtly or
otherwise. Such theories were advanced to argue that
the lactogenic hormone bovine somatotrophin should
not be approved for use aslactation stimulant. Six years
of itsroutine use in the United States has not seen any
significant increasesin culling through inahility to cope
with the systems of management being imposed, and
yet the commercial product, Posilacl] is still not
permitted for use in the EU for that and other reasons.
Recently this areabetween metabolic |oad and capacity
was reviewed by Knight et al. (1999) who conceded
that whilst all lactating animalsarelikely to experience
some degree of stress, thismay be more pronounced in
those dairy cows where the priority for lactation is
paramount. These authors aso argued that the degree
of stress may progress beyond the mild stage to
downregulation of important functions including
reproduction, asevidenced by Tayler et al. (2001), and
compromised immune function resulting in impaired
health. Underlying such problems is likely to be an
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imbal ance between nutrient input asfeed and output of
‘products’ principally asmilk and heat. In simpleterms,
it appears the failure of these animals to consume
sufficient nutrients to support the level of production
governed by the genetic make up of the animal is
the principal problem from which amyriad of impaired
performance related events emanate. However Knight
et al. (1999) a so pointed out that such occurrences are
not solely confined to high genetic merit cows and
can occur in animals of any genetic merit where a
sizeableimbal ance between nutrient intake and nutrient
output exists.

Quantitative description of such eventsisdifficult
as they tend to occur gradually and the responses are
often present long before they become clinical
phenomena. In arecent publication on animal welfare
considerations, Webster (1995) provided interesting
comparisons of the yield of milk and milk solids in
relation to metabolic size and showed cows yielding
31 kg/d and weighing 600 kg had outputs of milk energy
and protein expressed on a metabolic size (0.745 MJ
and 8.4 g/kg® "> respectively) similar to more modestly
yielding Saanen goats, sows and bitches (means
0.728 MJ and 8.5 g), al animals having substantially
higher yields than lactating women. Clearly many of
today’s cows are capabl e of producing morethan 31 kg
milk/d with higher outputs of milk energy and protein
but, when the data presented earlier in Table 2 are used
to derive these values, it can be seen that whilst they
areincreased (1.15 MJ and 11.7 g/kg®®) they are not
orders of magnitude greater than those proposed by
Webster (1995). Webster, further, estimated that cows
yielding 35 kg milk/d were likely to have daily ME
intakes and heat productionsof 1.86 and 1.02 MJkg® ">
which equate with 225 and 123 MJday. Such values
are closer to those recorded earlier by Sutton et al.
(1991) for British Friesianswhilst corresponding mean
daily valuesfrom the study of Hattan et al. (2001) were
2.15and 1.20 MJkg® ">, Clearly these are significantly
higher than those provided by Webster (1995), by
approximately 16%, but once again not orders of
magnitude greater.

Closer examination of the data provided in
Table 2 and by Hattan et al. (2001) revealed that, as
expected, the highest ME intakesin relation to metabolic
body weight occurred in weeks 12 and 18 (2.22 MJ
kg®7®), whilst by week 30 ME intake had declined to
2.03 MJIkg®75/d. In contrast, highest heat production
was observed at week 12 (1.26 M Jkg®7°/d), declining
thereafter to 1.15 M Jkg®75/d by week 30. At the same
time, milk energy output was highest in week 6 (1.11
MJkg®7>d), and from week 12 declined in areasonably
linear fashion to an output of 0.77 MJkg®"5/d by
week 30. Thisis closeto the value of 0.74 MJkg®"®/d
reported by Webster, yet these cowswere still producing
more than 35 kg milk/d. Reconciliation of these effects
lies in the fact that the cows had substantially higher
body weightsthan thosereferred to by Webster (1995).
If metabolic body size isto be used as an indicator of

themetabolic capacity of dairy cows, thenit isimportant
that these weight differencesarefully recognised in any
comparisons of metabolic load. In simple terms,
Holstein cows are heavier than Friesians, although
whether or not the universal acceptance of one exponent
in determining metabolic size appliesto both breedsis
difficult to judge. From anumber of standpointsit seems
reasonable to conclude that Holsteins and Friesians at
similar lactational stages are unlikely to have similar
body compositions, but how this relates to metabolic
capacity isnot easily determined.

One final point with respect to the levels of heat
production noted by Hattan et al. 2001) is that whilst
the mean value of 1.2 MJkg®>/d was relatively high,
it appearsto be rather modest when compared with that
of endurance cyclists (1.51 MJkg®75/d) and even the
songhird feeding its young (1.58 MJkg®">/d).

Strategies for the successful
management of high yielding cows

Both research information and practical evidence with
high yielding Holsteins indicate that if they are to
become successful, efficient and profitable producers
of milk a number of management issues need to be
addressed. It should be added that as such cows have
been successfully managed in several countries for a
number of years, includingin North Americaand Isragl,
considerable information can be gained from these
experiences. However, failureto recogni se specificloca
congtraints (e.g. feedstuff availability) could rapidly turn
any advantages that Holsteins bring into unmitigated
disasters.

Whilst Holsteins have the same skin colour as
Friesians, thisis where the similarities end. Holsteins
areinvariably heavier, leaner and have the capacity to
produce more milk. The modest yields often seen in
Friesian heifers are rarely replicated in Holsteins. To
plan for successful management of Holsteins, itisfirst
necessary to establish expected lifetime yields. In the
UK there are probably few cows that yield more than
30,000 litresin their lifetime (30 tonnes) yet with the
high costs of replacements, atarget of 50 tonnes should
be the aim of al producers. Once this target is set, it
will focus attention on the important issue of heifer
rearing, and whilst calving at 24 months remains
popular, it will be necessary to supply well grown heifers
of approximately 600 kg body weight with aBCS of 3
at calving. Against an average heifer birth weight of
45 kg, thisamountsto an averagedaily gain of 0.76 kg,
an achievabletarget provided regular attentionisgiven
to their development. Once lactating, the aim must be
to provide sufficient nutrients to match their demands
as closely as possible. In this respect, energy intake is
most important and whilst some body tissueloss during
early lactation isacceptable, thereisan overriding need
to control both its rate and extent. Indeed, body tissue
loss at thistimeiscommon in most lactating mammals,



but if not controlled in cows it will lead to numerous
problems. Those relating to impaired fertility and
compromised milk composition have been referred
to earlier.

To optimisefeed intakes, rations based on palatable
ingredients must be provided. ME densitiesin the total
ration approaching 12 MJkgDM are essential and
adoption of thisbenchmark will exclude some common
feedstuffs. Whilst not essential, TMR feeding is
advisable, and there is mounting evidence that a
minimum DM content of 50% isessential. Thiscertainly
putsinto doubt the continued inclusion of low DM grass
silage (<25% DM) in the ration, and even when grass
silage of 30+% DM isincluded, intakes are alwaysless
than those recorded when mai ze silage repl aces part of
the grass silage component (Phipps et al. 1995). There
is an increasing preference for diets of open physical
consistency, as these will undoubtedly stimulate total
feed intake compared with more dense rations,
especially those based on wet grass silage.

Giventhat suitable energy intakes can be achieved,
itisarelatively simple task to balance the supplies of
ruminally degradable protein (to maximise microbial
protein synthesis) and undegradable dietary protein (to
optimise metabolizable protein supply), whatever
rationing scheme is adopted. With respect to other
nutrients, thereisgrowing evidence of thevalue of starch
intheration, based onthe availability of relatively cheap
sources (e.g. wheat) as well as the established
stimulatory effect on milk protein content. Our recent
studiesin this series (unpublished) have demonstrated
the benefits of diets containing 27% starch, and more
recently levelsof over 30% have been successfully fed.
In such situations, however, it is advisable to feed a
mixture of both rapidly (e.g. wheat) and slowly (e.g.
maize) degrading starches, preferably inaTMR to avoid
major fluctuations in rumen pH which could lead to
sub—acute rumen acidosis. Finaly, fat supplementsare
a useful way of increasing the energy density of the
ration, but whilst some market brands have been shown
to reduce milk protein content, inclusion of crushed
whole oilseed rape (60 g/DM; approx. 1.3 kg/day/head)
did not show such effects (Reynolds et al. 1998). With
an estimated protein content of 240 g/lkgDM and ME
content of 23 MJkgDM, whole oilseed rape has
attractions, provided it can be suitably processed to
optimiseits digestion.

In conclusion, high yielding cowsneed high energy
intaketo operateto their potential and thisisthe largest
issuefacing their nutritional management. Foragescan
gtill form asignificant part of the diet but maize silage
ispreferred to grass silage, and even whole crop wheat
silage or good quality chopped hay appear better options
than low DM grass silage. Concentrates can be based
on home blends, but many by—product feeds will not
be suitable. The cow needs suitable accommodation and
timeto complete the daily tasks shefaces, in particular
eating and ruminating which may take over 50% of the
day, and systems which minimise competition between
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cowsfor feeding space are essential, whilst therequisite
number of cubicles must always be provided (1:1).
Furthermore, as cows have become bigger, it is
staggering to note the number of dairy units where
cubiclesizehasnot changed over thetimethat Holsteins
have replaced Friesians. Cows need comfortable
accommodation if they areto meet their lying (resting)
and (part of) their rumination needs. Indeed, were it
not for the likelihood of increased incidence of
environmental mastitis, there would be more farmers
returning to systems based on straw bedded yards.
Finally, as high yielding cows may consume over 100
litres water/day, with a significant proportion of this
consumed directly after milking, itisessential that clean
water troughs of suitable capacity and adequate supply
(litresymin) are provided in all units, with eventheidea
of awater trough placed in the collecting yard being
worthy of consideration.
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