
Journal of Animal Science, 2023, 101, 1–16
https://doi.org/10.1093/jas/skad053
Advance access publication 16 February 2023
Ruminant Nutrition

Performance and milk fatty acid profile of beef cows with a 
different energy status with short nutrient restriction and 
refeeding
Karina G. Orquera-Arguero,†,‡ Mireia Blanco,†,‡ Juan R. Bertolín,†,‡ Javier Ferrer,† and 
Isabel Casasús†,‡,1,

†Centro de Investigación y Tecnología Agroalimentaria de Aragón (CITA), Avda. Montañana 930, 50059, Zaragoza, Spain
‡Instituto Agroalimentario de Aragón – IA2 (CITA-Universidad de Zaragoza), Zaragoza, Spain
1Corresponding author: icasasus@cita-aragon.es

Abstract 
Our study objective was to determine the effect of a short feed restriction (4 d) and subsequent refeeding (4 d) on the performance and metab-
olism of beef cows with a different nutritional status by particularly focusing on their milk fatty acid (FA) profile, to consider its potential use as 
biomarker of metabolic status. Thirty-two Parda de Montaña multiparous lactating beef cows were individually fed a diet based on the average 
cow’s net energy (NE) and metabolizable protein requirements. At 58 d in milk (DIM, day 0), cows underwent a 4 d feed restriction (55% 
requirements, restriction period). Before and after the restriction, diets met 100% of their requirements (basal and refeeding periods). Cow 
performance, milk yield and composition, and plasma metabolites, were determined on day −2, 1, 3, 5, 6, and 8. Cows were classified into two 
status clusters according to their pre-challenge performance and energy balance (EB) (Balanced vs. Imbalanced). All traits were statistically ana-
lyzed considering the fixed effect of status cluster and feeding period or day, with cow as a random effect. Imbalanced cows were heavier and 
had a more negative EB (P < 0.001), but similar milk yield, milk composition, and circulating metabolites (except for greater urea) than Balanced 
cows (P > 0.10). Milk contents of C18:1 cis-9, monounsaturated FA (MUFA), and mobilization FA were greater (P < 0.05), whereas saturated FA 
(SFA) and de novo FA were lesser in Imbalanced than Balanced cows (P < 0.05). Restriction decreased body weight (BW), milk yield, and milk 
protein compared to the basal period, but increased milk urea and plasma nonesterified fatty acids (NEFA) (P < 0.001). Milk contents of SFA, de 
novo, and mixed FA decreased immediately during the restriction, while MUFA, polyunsaturated FA and mobilization FA increased (P < 0.001). 
Basal milk FA contents were recovered on day 2 of refeeding, and all their changes strongly correlated with differences in EB and NEFA (P < 
0.05). The general lack of interactions between status clusters and feeding periods implied that the response mechanisms to diet changes did 
not differ between cows with a different pre-challenge nutritional status.

Lay Summary 
Lactating cows can undergo periods with a negative energy balance due to feed shortages, which trigger metabolic adaptations to support cow 
maintenance and milk yield. We explored beef cows’ response to a short feed restriction (4 d, 55% of their energy and protein requirements) 
and subsequent refeeding (4 d, 100% of their energy and protein requirements) in the second month of lactation. We analyzed the effect on their 
performance and metabolism by placing special emphasis on milk production and milk fatty acid composition in two beef cow groups with a dif-
ferent nutritional status before the challenge. When cows faced a food restriction, both groups had similar changes in productive and metabolic 
traits. These changes are similar to those occurring in restricted dairy cows, but of lesser magnitude due to the lower milk yield and associated 
metabolic load of beef cows. The milk fatty acid profile, rarely analyzed in beef cows, proved to be an accurate indicator of their metabolic status.
Key words: beef cows, induced feed restriction, metabolites, milk fatty acid profile, refeeding
Abbreviations: BCS, body condition score; BHB, β- hydroxybutyrate; BW, body weight; DIM, days in milk; DM, dry matter; DMI, dry matter intake; EB, energy 
balance; FA, fatty acids; FAME, fatty acid methyl esters; MDA, malondialdehyde; MUFA, monounsaturated fatty acids; NE, net energy; NEFA, nonesterified fatty 
acids; PUFA, polyunsaturated fatty acids; SFA, saturated fatty acids.

Introduction
Wide seasonal variations in the availability and quality of 
feeding resources in extensive ruminant systems imply that 
animals are often subjected to underfeeding-refeeding cycles 
(Bocquier and González-García, 2010). When undernutrition 
occurs in lactating cows, both homeostatic and homeorhetic 
controls bring about adaptations to help to maintain balance 
and to supply nutrients to the mammary gland (Bauman and 
Currie, 1980) to support the high metabolic priority of milk 

production. Strategies to cope with the physiological imbal-
ance caused by feed restriction depend, among other factors, 
on: restriction duration and its severity (Leduc et al., 2021); 
lactation stage (Orquera-Arguero et al., 2022); individual 
variability (Gross et al., 2011a; Bjerre-Harpøth et al., 2012). 
In beef cows, the impacts of restriction and refeeding on cow 
metabolism have been well assessed in the long term (Fiems 
et al., 2015), and only recently with short-term restrictions 
(De La Torre et al., 2022; Orquera-Arguero et al., 2022). 
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Furthermore, ad libitum or individual feeding strategies are 
commonly used in dairy cattle, where individual concen-
trate allocation based on milk yield can improve the energy 
balance (EB) and cow performance (Lawrence et al., 2016), 
while other studies report no milk yield differences (Henrik-
sen et al., 2019). On extensive beef cow farms, feeding man-
agement is often simplified by adopting a flat-rate regime 
(Manninen et al., 2004), which involves all cows receiving 
the same diet irrespectively of their individual requirements. 
This common feeding can cause disruptive situations under 
an eventual restriction in nutrient intake, with the most sen-
sitive individuals, those with greater requirements, being the 
most affected (Bocquier and González-García, 2010). Clus-
tering analyses have been used to group dairy cows accord-
ing to their performance, plasma metabolites, hormones, and 
milk traits to identify animals with different strategies to face 
metabolic challenges (De Koster et al., 2019; Xu et al., 2019; 
Orquera-Arguero et al., 2022), which could facilitate herd 
management decisions.

Major changes occur in adipose tissue in response to a neg-
ative EB, which results in the mobilization of body reserves 
and an increase in circulating nonesterified fatty acids (NEFA) 
and ketones to provide energy and precursors for milk syn-
thesis (Baumgard et al., 2017). Plasma concentrations of these 
and other metabolites, such as malondialdehyde (MDA), 
associated with oxidative status (Castillo et al., 2006) or 
urea as an indicator of protein metabolism (Bittante, 2022), 
have been used as biomarkers of cow metabolic load. In the 
last few years, milk composition traits have been examined 
as non-invasive indicators of dairy cows’ nutritional status 
(Gross and Bruckmaier, 2019; Billa et al., 2020) because they 
can be cost-efficiently and routinely measured from test-day 
milk samples (Mäntysaari et al., 2019). Of them, milk fatty 
acid (FA) contents are promising indicators of energy status 
in dairy cows (Khiaosa-ard et al., 2020) given that FA C4:0 
to C14:0 are synthesized de novo in the mammary gland, 
whereas those longer than C18:0 and around 50% of C16:0 
originate from diet and lipid mobilization (Chilliard et al., 
2000; Palmquist, 2009). In fact C16:0, C18:0, and 18:1 cis-9 
are the most abundant FA in plasma and body fat stores 
(Hostens et al., 2012), and their concentrations and ratios are 
closely related to the EB in dairy cows (Dórea et al., 2017), 
but no information on this is available in beef cows. We 
hypothesized that the response to restriction and refeeding 
would be driven by each cow’s weight, milk yield, and nutri-
tional status before the challenge. Therefore, the main objec-
tives of this study were to: 1) evaluate the effects of a negative 
EB induced by a short feed restriction on the performance, 
metabolites, and milk FA profile in two groups of beef cows 
classified according to their previous performance; 2) confirm 
the potential use of milk FA composition as a biomarker of 
metabolic status in beef cows.

Materials and Methods
The Animal Ethics Committee of the Research Centre 
approved the experimental procedures (protocol no. CEEA-
03-2018-01), which followed the guidelines of EU Directive 
2010/63 on the protection of animals used for experimen-
tal and other specific purposes (EU, 2010). The experiment 
was conducted in the Pyrenees Mountain area at the CITA 
La Garcipollera Research Station (Spain, 42°37ʹ N, 0°30ʹ W, 
945 m a.s.l.).

Animal management, diets, and experimental 
design
The study was conducted with 32 multiparous Parda 
de Montaña beef cows (at calving: body weight [BW]: 
626  ±  47.7  kg; body condition score [BCS, on a 5-point 
scale]: 2.8 ± 0.22; age: 7.5 ± 2.91 yr). One cow was removed 
from the study due to physical injury. After calving, cows 
were randomly allocated in pens (eight cows/pen, 10 × 20 
m) equipped with individual feeders for forage (200-l fiber-
glass boxes in front of self-locking feeding places) and 
automatic feeding stations (ALPRO Herd Management 7.0, 
DeLaval) for concentrate. Calves were penned in straw-bed-
ded cubicles adjacent to their dams. They were allowed to 
suckle their dams twice daily for 30  min at 06:00  h and 
14:00 h.

Cows were fed a flat-rate regime during lactation. They all 
received the same amount of feed. Diets were calculated by 
considering the net energy (NE) and metabolizable protein 
requirements for the maintenance and lactation of a standard 
cow (615 kg BW; milk yield: 8.5 kg/d) using INRA equations 
(INRA, 2007). From calving to the start of the experiment 
2 mo later, cows were fed a formulated diet to meet 100% 
standard cow energy requirements (Table 1).

The experiment was conducted at the end of the second lac-
tation month and involved three consecutive periods, where 
day 0 was taken as the first day of restriction (days in milk 
[DIM]: 58 ± 6.3). Cows were first fed a diet that met 100% 
of their energy and metabolizable protein requirements (day 
−2 to −1, basal period), then 55% of those requirements for 
4 d (day 0 to 3, restriction period) and, finally, 100% again 
on the following 4 d (day 4 to 7, refeeding period). Diets 
consisted of 8.0  kg hay and 3.0  kg of concentrate (as-fed 
basis) during the basal and refeeding periods, and 7.0  kg 

Table 1. Chemical composition, fatty acids (FA) composition and nutrition 
value (mean ± SD) of the feedstuffs offered to beef cows

Parameter Hay Concentrate 

Chemical composition

 �  DM3, g/kg  922 ± 11.7  906 ± 4.0

 � Ash, g/kg DM 86.4 ± 24.4 68.3 ± 1.4

 � Crude protein, g/kg DM  109 ± 18.3  167 ± 4.7

 � Neutral detergent fiber, g/kg DM  570 ± 52.4  256 ± 23.2

 � Acid detergent fiber, g/kg DM  324 ± 32.9  114 ± 11.1

 � Lignin, g/kg DM 35.2 ± 12.8 29.4 ± 8.8

FA composition

 � C16:0, g/100 g ID FAME1 32.2 ± 2.37 19.2 ± 0.60

 � C18:0, g/100 g ID FAME1 14.1 ± 2.02  5.3 ± 0.02

 � C18:1 cis-9, g/100 g ID FAME1  4.5 ± 1.15 23.6 ± 0.32

 � C18:2 n-6, g/100 g ID FAME1 15.7 ± 3.30 44.4 ± 1.78

 � C18:3 n-3, g/100 g ID FAME1  26.6 ± 10.17  1.8 ± 0.31

 � Total, mg ID FAME1/g DM 18.5 ± 2.99 65.7 ± 2.15

Nutritive value

 � Net energy, MJ/kg DM  5.5 ± 0.15  7.3 ± 0.41

 � Metabolizable protein, g PDI2/kg DM  81 ± 17.9 123 ± 2.4

1Identified fatty acid methyl esters.
2True protein digestible in the small intestine.
3DM, dry matter.
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hay during the restriction period. Animals had free access to 
water and mineral blocks throughout the experiment.

Measurements
Samples of feedstuffs were collected daily (day −2 to 8) and 
lyophilized in a Genesis Freeze Dryer 25 (Hucoa Erlöss, SA/
Thermo Fisher Scientific) to determine their chemical com-
position and FA profile. Hay was offered daily at 08:00 h as 
a single meal in individual troughs, where cows were tied up 
until they finished their ration, during approximately 2  h. 
ALPRO feeding stations were programmed to offer 3 kg of 
concentrate daily (as-fed basis) to all the cows during the 
basal and refeeding periods. Individual concentrate intake 
was recorded daily.

The BCS was recorded upon calving, 30 DIM, and on 
experimental period day −2 and 8. It was determined by a 
trained person on a 1–5 scale, based on estimating the fat 
covering ribs, loin, and tailhead (Lowman et al., 1976). Cows 
were weighed on an electronic scale upon calving and then at 
07:00 h on 30 and 31 DIM and on experiment day −2, 1, 3, 
5, 6, and 8. Milk yield was estimated on the same days by the 
weight-suckle-weight technique (Le Neindre and Dubroeucq, 
1973). Calves were weighed before and after the two daily 
30-min periods in which they had access to suckle their dams. 
The daily milk yield was estimated as the sum of the milk 
consumed by the calf in these two suckling periods. Milk 
samples were manually taken from each dam after the morn-
ing suckling. Five minutes before the manual extraction, all 
cows received an intramuscular injection of oxytocin (40 UI, 
Facilpart, Laboratorios Syva, León, Spain) to accelerate the 
letdown of the residual milk. A 100-mL sample was collected 
to determine milk composition, added with sodium azide 
(PanReac) as a preservative and refrigerated at 4 °C until 
the analysis. To determine FA composition, a second 40-mL 
sample was collected, lyophilized, and stored at −20 °C until 
analyzed.

Cows were bled on the same experiment days described 
above to assess their metabolic profile. Blood samples were 
collected from the coccygeal vein at 07:00 h after suckling and 
before offering hay. Heparinized tubes (BD Vacutainer Bec-
ton-Dickenson and Company) were used for the β-hydroxy-
butyrate (BHB) and MDA determinations, and the tubes that 
contained K2 EDTA (BD Vacutainer Becton-Dickenson and 
Company) were used to analyze glucose, NEFA, and urea 
concentrations. Immediately after collection, blood samples 
were centrifuged at 3,500 rpm for 20 min at 4 °C. Plasma was 
collected and frozen at −20 °C until further analyses.

Analyses
Feedstuffs and milk
The chemical composition of feedstuffs was analyzed in 
duplicate as described in Orquera-Arguero et al. (2022). 
Briefly, dry matter (DM) and ash content were determined 
according to AOAC methods (AOAC, 2000). Nitrogen con-
tent was determined following the Dumas Procedure (index 
no. 968.06) with a nitrogen analyzer (Model NA 2100, CE 
Instruments, Thermoquest SA., Barcelona, Spain). Neu-
tral detergent fiber, acid detergent fiber, and acid detergent 
lignin contents were analyzed following the sequential pro-
cedure of Van Soest et al. (1991) with an Ankom 200/220 
fiber analyzer (Ankom Technology Corporation, Fairport, 
NY, USA). In milk samples, fat, protein, and urea contents 

were analyzed by an infrared scan (Milkoscan 7 RM, Foss 
Electric Ltd., Hillerød, Denmark). The FA of the freeze-dried 
feedstuffs were extracted and methylated as proposed by 
Sukhija and Palmquist (1988). The fatty acid methyl esters 
(FAME) of the freeze-dried milk samples were obtained as 
described by Kramer et al. (1997). Determination was done 
by gas chromatography with a flame ionization detector and 
Bruker Scion 436-GC (Bruker, Billerica, USA) equipped with 
a CP-8400 Autosampler (Bruker), a cyanopropyl capillary 
column SP-2560 (100 m × 0.25 mm ID × 0.20 µm thickness 
for feedstuffs and 200 m × 0.25 mm ID × 0.20 µm thickness 
for milk) (Sigma-Aldrich, Sant Louis, USA) and the Compass 
CDS software. FAME was ID using the GLC-532, GLC-401, 
GLC-643, GLC-642, GLC-463 C18:1 t11, C19:0, C23:0 
(Nu-Chek-Prep Inc.), mixture BR1, mixture BR4 (Larodan 
Research Grade Lipids) standard references, and the relative 
retention times observed in the bibliography (Kramer et al., 
1997; Shingfield et al., 2003; De La Fuente et al., 2015). Fatty 
acid quantification was performed as described in UNE-EN 
ISO 12966-4:2015 and expressed as a percentage of the total 
amount of identified FAME. The chemical composition and 
FA profile of the feedstuffs are presented in Table 1.

Blood metabolites
Glucose (enzymatic-colorimetric method, sensitivity: 0.06 
mmol/L) and urea (kinetic method, sensitivity: 0.056 mmol/L) 
concentrations were determined in plasma with an auto-
matic analyzer (Gernon, RAL S.A, Barcelona, Spain). The 
mean intra- and interassay CV were 1.5% and 1.9% for 
glucose and 3.2% and 4.8% for urea, respectively. Plasma 
BHB (kinetic enzymatic method, sensitivity: 0.100 mmol/L) 
and NEFA (colorimetric method, sensitivity: 0.072 mmol/L) 
were determined using Randox kits (Randox Laboratories 
Ltd., Country Antrim, UK). The mean intra- and interassay 
CV were respectively 3.3% and 3.7% for NEFA and 6.2% in 
both cases for BHB. Oxidative status was determined using 
MDA as a biomarker of lipid peroxidation. This indicator 
was determined by liquid chromatography using an Acquity 
UPLC H-Class liquid chromatograph (Waters, Milford, 
MA, USA) equipped with a silica-based bonded phase col-
umn (Acquity UPLC HSS PFP, 100 mm × 2.1 mm × 1.8 μm, 
Waters), an absorbance detector (Acquity UPLC Photodiode 
Array PDA eλ detector, Waters) and a fluorescence detector 
(2475 Multi λ Fluorescence Detector, Waters). The quantifica-
tion of MDA was done by fluorescence detection at ʎexcitation = 
530 nm and ʎemission = 550 nm following the chromatographic 
conditions described in Bertolín et al. (2019). The mean intra- 
and interassay CV were 4.6% and 7.3%, respectively.

Calculations
The chemical composition of feedstuffs was employed to cal-
culate their NE content using INRA equations (INRA, 2007). 
Individual EB was estimated by calculating the difference 
between inputs (NE intake) and outputs (NE for maintenance 
and NE for lactation) (INRA, 2007). Net energy intake was 
estimated from the individual intake and energy contents of 
feedstuffs. Net energy for maintenance was calculated from 
the individual metabolic weight. Net energy for production 
was obtained using the milk yield, fat, and protein contents 
in milk.

In milk, FA were grouped according to their degree of 
saturation as saturated fatty acid (SFA), monounsaturated 
fatty acid (MUFA), and polyunsaturated fatty acid (PUFA) 
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according to their origin from de novo synthesis (C4:0–
C15:1), of mixed origin (C16:0–C16:1), and from mobiliza-
tion (≥C17:0) (Palmquist, 2009). The C18:1 cis-9 to C15:0 
FA ratio was calculated to assess its relation with the EB and 
metabolic profile.

Statistical analyses
All the data were analyzed using the SAS statistical package v 
9.4 (SAS Institute, Inc., Cary, NC, USA). Cows were assigned 
to clusters according to their resemblance in terms of Euclid-
ean distance calculated using data from BW and BCS at calv-
ing and BW, BCS, milk yield, and EB at 30 and 31 DIM. A 
non-hierarchical clustering was performed using the k-means 
method (FASTCLUS procedure). The selection of the opti-
mum number of clusters was based on cubic conglomerating 
criteria. Two clusters (hereafter referred to as status clusters) 
were obtained, namely Balanced and Imbalanced. An analysis 
of variance was performed on the classifying variables using a 
general linear model (GLM procedure) and taking the cluster 
as a fixed effect.

Cows’ metabolic and production data were studied in 
two sets of analyses, which considered different time effects 
during the experiment: feeding period (basal, restriction, 
refeeding) and day (day −2 to 8). In both cases, mixed models 
for repeated measures (MIXED procedure) were used by con-
sidering the status cluster (Balanced and Imbalanced), time 
(feeding period or day), their interaction as fixed effects and 
cow as the random effect. The model used was Yijk = μ + Sj + 
Tk + Sj x Tk + Ci + eijk, where Yijk was the dependent variable 
at each time point for the ith cow; μ, the overall mean; Sj, the 
effect of the status cluster; Tk, the effect of time (either feeding 
period or day); Ci, the random effect of cow i and eijk was the 
experimental error. Degrees of freedom were adjusted with 
the Kenward–Roger correction to take into account miss-
ing values. The variance components structure was selected 
on the basis of the lowest Akaike and Bayesian information 
criteria. Least square means and associated standard errors 
were obtained, and multiple comparisons were adjusted with 
Tukey correction. Pearson’s relations (r) between variables 
were obtained and presented on heatmaps for cow perfor-
mance, plasma metabolites, and milk FA composition vari-
ables using the CORRPLOT package of R (R Core Team, 
2021). The data set used for the correlation analyses corre-
sponds to all traits and samples collected per cow at day −2, 
1, 3, 5, 6, and 8 of experiment (n = 186 values per trait). The 
P-value for significance was set at P < 0.05 and trends were 
discussed when 0.05 ≤ P < 0.10.

Results
The results of the status cluster and feeding period effects 
appear in the tables. The results of the status cluster and 
day effects are plotted in the figures. The clustering analysis 
resulted in two cow clusters, which differed in terms of their 
pre-experimental BW, milk yield, and EB (Table 2). Cows in 
the first cluster were classified as Balanced and those in the 
second cluster as Imbalanced. Balanced cows were lighter, 
had a lower milk yield and a less negative EB than Imbal-
anced cows in the second cluster (P ≤ 0.03).

Cow performance
Dry matter intake (DMI) was only affected by feeding 
period (P < 0.001; Table 3). According to the experimental 

design, DMI was lower during the restriction than during 
the basal and refeeding periods (P < 0.001), and so were 
energy intakes (59.8, 34.9, and 59.8 MJ NE/d during the 
basal, restriction, and refeeding periods, respectively, P < 
0.001) and metabolizable protein intakes (859, 471, and 
859 g/d, respectively; P < 0.001). The BCS was affected by 
the status cluster (2.65 and 2.81 in Balanced and Imbal-
anced cows, respectively, P < 0.001), and tended to decrease 
between day −2 and day 8 (2.75 and 2.71, respectively, P 
= 0.08). Cow BW was affected by the interaction between 
status cluster and feeding period (Table 3) because restric-
tion decreased BW in both groups (P < 0.001), but during 
refeeding BW decreased even more in Imbalanced cows (P 
= 0.03), whereas it was maintained in Balanced cows (P ≥ 
0.23). In any case, Balanced cows were lighter than their 
Imbalanced counterparts throughout the experiment (P < 
0.001). Regarding daily changes, BW of Imbalanced cows 
lowered from the start (day −2) to the end of the experiment 
(day 8) (P < 0.05), while that of Balanced cows decreased 
until day 6 (P < 0.01), but then regained basal values on 
day 8 (Figure 1).

Milk yield was affected by the status cluster-feeding period 
interaction (P < 0.001, Table 3). Milk yield lowered sim-
ilarly during the restriction in both status clusters (−18% 
and −17% for Balanced and Imbalanced cows, respectively). 
During refeeding, it increased again to the basal values for 
Imbalanced cows but did not fully recover for Balanced cows 
(−9%). Milk yield loss due to the restriction varied between 
−3% and −37% among cows. On average, Imbalanced cows 
had a numerically, but nonsignificantly greater milk yield (7.0 
vs. 7.8 kg/d in Balanced vs. Imbalanced cows, respectively, P = 
0.10). In fact, when analyzed by day Imbalanced cows showed 
faster milk yield regain during the refeeding period (Figure 1). 
Cow EB was affected by the status cluster and feeding period 
interaction (P < 0.001) because the difference between Bal-
anced and Imbalanced cows was greater during the refeeding 
period than during the basal and restriction periods (Table 3). 
In both groups, EB was more negative during the restriction 
period than in the other periods (P < 0.001). This was con-
firmed when analyzed by day, where the differences between 
status clusters were only significant on day 5, 6, and 8 during 
the refeeding period (Figure 1). Milk fat content only tended 
to be affected by the status cluster, with a lower content in 
Balanced than in Imbalanced cows (P = 0.09; Table 4). Milk 
protein and milk urea contents were affected only by feeding 
period (P < 0.001; Table 4). Milk protein content was lesser 

Table 2. Initial cow characteristics (30–31 d in milk) according to the 
status cluster1

Item Balanced Imbalanced SEM P-value 

n 15 16 - -

Body weight, kg 563 633 4.12 <0.001

Body condition 
score (scale 1 to 5)

2.8 2.9 0.04 0.18

Milk yield, kg/d 7.5 8.6 0.17 0.03

Energy balance, 
MJ NE2/d

 −3.5  −10.0 0.77 <0.001

1Cows clustered according to the analysis based on pre-challenge cow 
traits and energy status.
2Net energy.
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and milk urea content was greater during the restriction com-
pared to the other periods (P < 0.001), which was corrobo-
rated by the negative correlation between milk urea and EB 
(Figure 2).

Blood metabolites
Plasma glucose concentration was affected only by feeding 
period (P < 0.001; Table 5). Glucose concentrations were sim-
ilar during the basal and restriction periods, but rose during 
the refeeding period (P < 0.001). Plasma NEFA concentra-
tion was affected by feeding period (P < 0.001, Table 5), and 
increased during the restriction before decreasing during the 
refeeding period. When NEFA concentration was analyzed 
by day, an immediate response to diet changes was observed, 
with a rise after only 1 d on the restricted diet (day 1) and the 
basal values recovered after 1 d of refeeding (day 5) (Figure 
3). Daily NEFA concentration in plasma correlated negatively 
with energy intake and EB (P < 0.001; Figure 2). Plasma BHB 
concentration was not affected by either the status cluster or 
the feeding period (Table 5). However, when analyzed by day, 
minor fluctuations in BHB concentrations occurred (Figure 
3). Daily plasma BHB concentration weakly, but positively, 
correlated with both milk yield and glucose plasma concen-
tration (P < 0.001; Figure 2).

Plasma urea concentrations were affected by both the sta-
tus cluster (P = 0.03), with lesser values in Balanced than in 
Imbalanced cows, and the feeding period (P < 0.001; Table 
5), with lesser concentrations during refeeding than the other 
periods. When plasma urea was analyzed daily (Figure 3), it 
decreased from day 1 of the restriction to day 6 of refeeding, 
and then increased and reached the basal values by the end of 
the experiment (day 8). Plasma urea concentration positively 

correlated with milk urea and plasma glucose and BHB con-
centrations (P < 0.001; Figure 2). Plasma MDA concentration 
tended to be affected by status cluster (P = 0.07; Table 5), 
and Balanced cows tended to have lesser concentrations than 
Imbalanced cows. Despite no clear differences being observed 
for feeding period, an increase in plasma MDA was observed 
by day 3 of the restriction as compared to previous basal val-
ues (P < 0.05) when analyzed by day (see Figure 3) and up to 
the start of the refeeding period (day 5 and 6). Basal values 
had recovered by the end of refeeding (day 8). Plasma MDA 
concentration positively correlated with glucose, BHB, and 
urea plasma concentrations (P < 0.001; Figure 2).

Diet FA intake and milk FA content
Diet FA intake were affected only by feeding period (P < 
0.001), decreased during the restriction and increased to the 
basal intakes during refeeding (Table 6). Regarding the indi-
vidual FA in milk, the status cluster tended to affect C16:0 
(P = 0.09) and C18:1 cis-9 (P = 0.002), with greater con-
centrations in Imbalanced than in Balanced cows. All the 
major milk FA were affected by feeding period (P < 0.001). 
Restriction lowered the milk contents of C14:0 and C16:0 
and increased those of C18:1 cis-9. During refeeding, C14:0 
and C16:0 increased, while C18:0 and C18:1 cis-9 decreased. 
The time effect was confirmed when analyzing C14:0 and 
C16:0 on a daily basis. Feed restriction elicited an immediate 
response with nadir values on day 1 and 3, and then increased 
during refeeding. With C14:0, a status cluster and day inter-
action (P = 0.01) took place because of the slightly different 
recovery pattern noted during refeeding (Figure 4). The C18:1 
cis-9 content increased steadily on d 1 and 3 of the restric-
tion, and then decreased on the first day of refeeding (Figure 

Table 3. Effect of the status cluster1 and FP2 on beef cows’ performance

 Status cluster  P-value

Item Balanced Imbalanced RSD3 Status FP Status × FP 

Dry matter intake, kg/d 0.16 0.98 <0.001 0.51

 � Basal 10.0a 10.1a

 � Restriction 6.4b 6.5b

 � Refeeding 10.1a 10.0a

Body weight, kg 6.55 <0.001 <0.001 0.01

 � Basal 553a, y 621a, x

 � Restriction 542b, y 611b, x

 � Refeeding 543b, y 606c, x

Milk yield, kg/d 0.70 0.10 <0.001 0.001

 � Basal 7.7a 8.2a

 � Restriction 6.3c 6.9b

 � Refeeding 7.0b 8.3a

EB4, MJ NE5/d 2.46 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

 � Basal 0.1b, x −5.4a, y

 � Restriction  −20.3c, x  −25.3b, y

 � Refeeding 2.8a, x −5.1a, y

1According to the clustering analysis based on pre-challenge cow traits and energy status.
2FP, feeding period.
3Residual standard deviation.
4Energy balance.
5Net energy.
a,b,cDifferent superscripts indicate differences between feeding periods (P < 0.05).
x,yDifferent superscripts indicate differences between status clusters (P < 0.05).
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4). Milk contents of C14:0 and C16:0 positively correlated, 
whereas C18:1 cis-9 correlated negatively with EB (P < 0.001; 
Figure 2). Milk C14:0 correlated negatively and C18:1 cis-9 
positively with NEFA plasma content (P < 0.001, Figure 2).

When FA were analyzed according to their degree of sat-
uration, both SFA and MUFA were affected by the status 
cluster (P < 0.05) and the feeding period (P < 0.001), and 
PUFA only by feeding period (P < 0.01; Table 6). The milk 
FA profile of Balanced cows had greater SFA and lesser 
MUFA contents than that Imbalanced cows, whereas PUFA 
contents were similar in both status clusters. During the 
restriction, SFA content lowered, while MUFA and PUFA 

rose (P < 0.001). During refeeding, SFA increased but did 
not reach the basal values, MUFA decreased to the basal 
values and PUFA remained unchanged. When analyzed by 
day, the SFA basal values had recovered by day 6 and after 
2 d on the refeeding diet (Figure 5). For PUFA, a status 
cluster and day interaction was observed (P = 0.01, Figure 
5) because Balanced cows had not regained the basal values 
by day 8, whereas Imbalanced cows had. Altogether, milk 
SFA contents correlated highly and positively with total 
diet FA intake and cow EB (P < 0.001; Figure 2), while 
negative correlations were observed between milk MUFA 
content and both parameters (P < 0.001). SFA negatively 

Figure 1. Effect of the status cluster1 and day (d) on beef cows’ body weight, milk yield, and energy balance. The gray area represents the 4 d feed 
restriction at 55% of cows’ energy and metabolizable protein requirements. Vertical bars indicate the standard error. 1According to the clustering 
analysis based on pre-challenge cow traits and energy status. 2 Net energy. a, b Within a day, different superscripts indicate differences between status 
clusters (P < 0.05).

Table 4. Effect of the status cluster1 and FP2 on beef cows’ milk composition

 Status cluster FP  P-value4

Item Balanced Imbalanced Basal Restriction Refeeding RSD3 Status FP 

Fat, g/100 g 4.28 4.77 4.58  4.57  4.41 0.80 0.09 0.37

Protein, g/100 g 2.91 2.91 2.93a  2.85b  2.95a 0.01 0.94 <0.001

Urea, mg/dL  22.8  24.5 22.7b 25.5a 22.8b 2.45 0.29 <0.001

1According to the clustering analysis based on pre-challenge cow traits and energy status.
2FP, feeding period.
3Residual standard deviation.
4The interaction was never significant (P = 0.31–0.94).
a,b Different superscripts indicate differences among feeding periods (P < 0.05).
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and MUFA positively correlated with NEFA plasma con-
tents (P < 0.001).

Regarding the effect on the FA grouped according to their 
origin, the status cluster affected de novo (C4:0–C15:1) 
and mobilization FA (P < 0.05), and tended to affect mixed 
origin FA (C16:0–C16:1) (P = 0.09) with Balanced cows 
having greater de novo FA contents, slightly greater mixed 
origin FA and lesser mobilization FA than Imbalanced 
cows (Table 6). Feeding period affected the three FA groups 
(P < 0.001). De novo and mixed origin FA decreased, while 
mobilization FA increased during the restriction before 
returning to the basal values during refeeding. When ana-
lyzed by day, an immediate effect was noted on de novo FA 
during the restriction in both status clusters, with low and 

constant values on day 1 and 3 (Figure 6). They thereafter 
increased during refeeding to the basal values on day 5 in 
both status clusters, but continued to rise even beyond the 
basal values on day 6 and 8 in Imbalanced cows. Similarly, 
the daily values of mixed origin FA lowered immediately 
with the restriction and increased from the start of refeed-
ing irrespectively of the status cluster (Figure 6). Mobili-
zation FA of both Balanced and Imbalanced cows sharply 
rose on the first day of restriction (day 1), decreased with 
refeeding below the basal values on day 6 and returned to 
the baseline values on day 8 (Figure 6). Daily individual 
EB correlated highly and positively with milk contents of 
de novo and mixed origin FA (P < 0.001; Figure 2), but 
negatively with mobilization FA (P < 0.001). De novo and 

Figure 2. Significant Pearson’s correlations (P < 0.05) among beef cow performance, metabolic profile variables and milk fatty acids (FA) composition. 
BHB, β- hydroxybutyrate; BW, body weight; DMI, dry matter intake; MDA, malondialdehyde; MUFA, monounsaturated FA; NEFA, nonesterified fatty 
acids; PUFA, polyunsaturated FA; SFA, saturated FA; de novo FA (C4:0 - C15:1), mixed origin FA (C16:0 - C16:1), and mobilization FA (≥ C17:0).

Table 5. Effect of the status cluster1 and FP2 on beef cows’ plasma metabolite concentrations.

 Status cluster FP  P-value4

Item Balanced Imbalance Basal Restriction Refeeding RSD3 Status FP 

Glucose, mmol/L 2.18 2.31 2.10b 2.15b 2.48a 0.35 0.28 <0.001

NEFA5, mmol/L 0.29 0.23 0.10c 0.49a 0.19b 0.17 0.33 <0.001

BHB6, mmol/L 0.18 0.22 0.20  0.20  0.20 0.06 0.10 0.78

Urea, mmol/L 3.35 4.55 4.21a 4.08a 3.56b 0.84 0.03 <0.001

MDA7, µmol/L 4.18 5.64 4.91  4.83  5.00 0.51 0.07 0.10

1According to the clustering analysis based on pre-challenge cow traits and energy status.
2FP, feeding period.
3 Residual standard deviation.
4 The interaction was never significant (P = 0.08–0.92).
5 Nonesterified fatty acids.
6 β- hydroxybutyrate.
7 Malondialdehyde.
a,b,c Different superscripts indicate differences between feeding periods (P < 0.05).
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mobilization FA obtained correlations of a different sign 
with NEFA plasma concentrations (P < 0.001).

The C18:1 cis-9 to C15:0 ratio was affected by the status 
cluster (P = 0.001), with greater values in Imbalanced cows 
than in their Balanced counterparts, and also by the feed-
ing period (P < 0.001) with an increment during the restric-
tion and a return to the basal values during the refeeding 
period (Table 6). This ratio correlated negatively with EB 
(P < 0.001) and positively with plasma NEFA concentra-
tions (P < 0.001), but not with the other plasma metabo-
lites (Figure 2).

Discussion
This study investigated the pattern of beef cows’ adaptive 
responses in different energy statuses to a short, but intense, feed 
restriction, and subsequent refeeding. Their pre-challenge perfor-
mance and energy status were established by retrospective cow 
classification according to their previous BW, milk yield, and EB. 
We obtained two distinct status clusters: Imbalanced cows were 
heavier, tended to have greater milk yields and a more negative 
EB, whereas Balanced cows fed the same diets were lighter, had 
lesser milk yields and a neutral EB. When subjected to nutrient 
restriction, and despite wide between-cow variability, most of 

Figure 3. Effect of the status cluster1 and the day (d) on the plasma metabolites2 of the beef cows. The gray area represents the 4 d feed restriction at 
55% of cows’ energy and metabolizable protein requirements. Vertical bars indicate the standard error. 1According to the clustering analysis based on 
pre-challenge cow traits and energy status. 2NEFA: nonesterified fatty acids; BHB: β- hydroxybutyrate (BHB); MDA: malondialdehyde.
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the parameters that describe cows’ performance, plasma metab-
olites, and milk composition were affected by time (feeding 
period or day). A less marked effect was observed for the status 
cluster (Balanced vs. Imbalanced cows).

Cow performance
According to the experimental design, DMI (64%) and both 
energy (55%) and protein (53%) intake lowered during the 
restriction period, which resulted in lighter BW (−2%), lower 
milk yield (−17%), and less milk protein content (−3%) com-
pared to the basal values. Milk fat content did not change, 
and milk urea content increased (+13%). The BW loss could 
be a consequence of the reduced DMI and the concomi-
tant loss of gut fill, together with the mobilization of body 
reserves in response to the restriction (Gross et al., 2011a). 
This mobilization was probably larger for Imbalanced cows, 
which were heavier and had a lower EB throughout the study, 
which allowed them to cope with the metabolic challenge, 
but resulted in net BW loss at the end of the refeeding period.

The diminished milk yield during the restriction was associ-
ated with reduced energy supply, as observed in other studies. 
The −17% reduction herein observed for beef cows after a 4 
d restriction at 55% of their requirements was similar to the 
−19% to −20% reduction after a 4–5 d restriction at 50–60% 
of previous intake for dairy cows (Carlson et al., 2006; Abde-

latty et al., 2017). A greater (−30%) reduction was observed 
when dairy cows were restricted more intensely (48% of their 
requirements) for 4 d (Bjerre-Harpøth et al., 2012). In beef 
cattle, Charolais cows had −12% milk loss under a similar 
restriction condition, which was probably related to a less 
negative physiological imbalance (De La Torre et al., 2022). 
As observed here, all the aforementioned studies report a 
wide variation in cows’ individual adaptive ability to coun-
terbalance the feed restriction, which Orquera-Arguero et al. 
(2022) associated to the cows milk yield potential and capac-
ity of mobilization of fat reserves.

Despite the fact that the basal milk yield did not differ 
between status clusters, it was not only numerically greater 
in Imbalanced cows, as observed by De Koster et al. (2019) 
in two groups of cows clustered according to their meta-
bolic profiles, but also recovered more quickly when refeed-
ing started. According to Baumgard et al. (2017), milk yield 
would be a major driver of the different partition of nutrients 
toward milk production or fat reserves in cows and would, 
therefore, condition their response to feed restriction. The 
slower recovery observed in Balanced cows resulted in their 
EB being even better during refeeding than during the basal 
period because energy intake exceeded their requirements for 
a numerically lesser milk yield. When analyzed by day, the 
basal values had recovered in both status clusters by the end 

Table 6. Effect of the status cluster1 and FP2 on beef cows’ dietary intake of FA3 and on the major FA in milk, FA according to their saturation and origin, 
and the C18:1 cis-9 to C15:0 ratio

 Status cluster FP  P-value5

Item Balanced Imbalanced Basal Restriction Refeeding RSD4 Status FP 

Intake of dietary FA, g/d

 � C16:0 64.3 64.1 77.2a 38.1b 77.2a 2.01 0.55 <0.001

 � C18:0 24.4 24.4 28.3a 16.6b 28.3a 0.56 0.74 <0.001

 � C18:1 cis-9 33.5 33.1 47.4a  5.2b 47.3a 2.47 0.34 <0.001

 � C18:2 n-6 72.4 71.6 98.9a 18.3b 98.8a 4.65 0.36 <0.001

 � C18:3 n-3 38.2 38.3 40.9a 33.0b 40.9a 0.19 0.12 <0.001

 � Total 248 247 312a 119b 312a 10.48 0.45 <0.001

Milk FA, g/100 g ID FAME 6

Individual FA

 � C14:0  8.9  8.4  9.8a  6.2b  9.8a 1.16 0.10 <0.001

 � C16:0 26.7 25.9 27.3a 24.1b 27.4a 1.49 0.09 <0.001

 � C18:0 10.6 11 11.6a 11.4a 9.4b 1.14 0.31 <0.001

 � C18:1 cis-9 24.1 26.1 22.3b 30.2a 22.9b 2.55 0.002 <0.001

FA according to saturation

 � Saturated FA 61.9 60.3 64.7a 55.6c 63.0b 2.95 0.04 <0.001

 � Monounsaturated FA 32.9 34.6 30.8b 38.8a 31.7b 2.6 0.01 <0.001

 � Polyunsaturated FA  5.2  5.1  4.5b  5.6a  5.4a 0.66 0.46 <0.001

FA according to origin

 � De novo (C4:0 to C15:1) 22.1 20.8 23.4a 16.8b 24.1a 2.41 0.04 <0.001

 � Mixed origin (C16:0 + C16:1) 29.1 28.2 29.5a 26.7b 29.8a 1.48 0.09 <0.001

 � Mobilization (≥ C17:0) 48.8 51.0 47.2b 56.5a 46.1b 3.52 0.02 <0.001

C18:1 cis-9 to C15:0 ratio 16.6 19.2 15.5b 21.7a 16.5b 2.18 0.001 <0.001

1According to the clustering analysis based on pre-challenge cow traits and energy status.
2FP, feeding period.
3FA, fatty acid.
4 Residual standard deviation.
5 The interactions were not significant (P = 0.06–0.70).
6 Identified fatty acid methyl esters.
a,b,c Different superscripts indicate differences among feeding periods (P < 0.05).
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of the refeeding period. This finding agrees with other stud-
ies in beef (De La Torre et al., 2022) and dairy (Gross et al., 
2011a; Bjerre-Harpøth et al., 2012) cows, which reflects the 
plasticity of the cow response to a short nutritional challenge.

Several studies report greater milk fat content associated 
with a negative EB and body fat mobilization (Agenäs et al., 
2003; Kessel et al., 2008), whereas others report no difference 
between cows with different fat mobilization intensities (Schuh 
et al., 2019). In the present study, no changes were observed in 
response to a short feed restriction, which agrees with the results 
of Carlson et al. (2006), who worked with dairy cows under sim-
ilar conditions, although they also found increased plasma indi-
cators of lipolysis (NEFA and BHB). As pointed out by Schuh et 
al. (2019), the fact that milk fat did not mirror the increase in cir-

culating NEFA could be explained by them being partly diverted 
to other tissues to be used as an energy substrate rather than to 
the mammary gland to be converted into milk FA. Milk fat con-
tent tended to be greater in Imbalanced cows, which agrees with 
the observations made by Stoop et al. (2009) when comparing 
cows with different EB, which could reflect a longer-term differ-
ence in the nutritional status of cows with different BW and milk 
yields fed at a flat rate since lactation onset.

The immediate milk protein content reduction during the 
restriction period observed in similar studies with dairy cows 
(Gross et al., 2011a; Billa et al., 2020) can be ascribed to 
reduced dietary energy and protein intake, which compromise 
both microbial protein synthesis and by-pass protein flux to 
the intestine. Similarly, Bjerre-Harpøth et al. (2012) confirmed 

Figure 4. Effect of the status cluster1 and day (d) on beef cows’ milk concentrations of individual milk fatty acids: C14:0, C16:0, C18:0, and C18:1 cis-9. 
The gray area represents the 4 d feed restriction at 55% of cows’ energy and metabolizable protein requirements. Vertical bars indicate the standard 
error. 1 according to the clustering analysis based on pre-challenge cow traits and energy status. 2 identified fatty acid methyl esters.
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that milk protein content lowered during the restriction and 
returned to the prerestriction content during refeeding regard-
less of the lactation stage. The rise in milk urea contents during 
feed restriction agrees with the observations made by Brod-
erick (2003), who described that when dietary energy lowers, 
milk yields, and milk protein contents decrease, while milk urea 
increases, in response to the lower amino acid requirements for 
lesser milk secretion (Bittante, 2022).

Blood metabolites
In the present experiment, the metabolites associated with 
energy metabolism and oxidative status were not affected by 
the status cluster, except for greater plasma urea concentra-
tion in Imbalanced cows. Glucose, NEFA, and urea imme-
diately responded to diet changes, while a delayed response 
was noted for BHB and MDA. Plasma glucose concentration 
strongly depended on the current energy and protein intake 
at a given time, and also on diet composition. They were 
all similar for both status clusters and, thus, their glucose 
concentration did not differ. Plasma glucose did not change 
during the restriction, although it was expected to decrease 
as a consequence of lower feed and energy intake. This lack 
of response could be due to the lower gluconeogenesis asso-
ciated with lower ruminal propionic acid production (Kessel 
et al., 2008) caused by the lower proportion of concentrate in 

the restriction diet. However, circulating glucose also depends 
on uptake by mammary glands for milk lactose production, 
as observed in other studies (Agenäs et al., 2003; Carlson et 
al., 2006). The increment that occurred in the refeeding phase 
agrees with the observations made by Bjerre-Harpøth et al. 
(2012), for whom glucose also peaked at the start of refeeding 
due to metabolic readjustment.

An increase in circulating NEFA concentration is an indica-
tor of adipose tissue catabolism in response to a negative EB 
to supply FA, which can be converted into milk triglycerides 
in the mammary gland or oxidized in the liver as an energy 
substrate (Bell, 1995). In the current study, NEFA did not 
differ among cows in both status clusters, probably because 
the actual difference in EB between them was too narrow to 
elicit a response. However, they responded immediately to 
the large differences in energy intake among feeding periods, 
with which they correlated. A critical threshold of 0.57 mmol 
NEFA/L was set by Ospina et al. (2010) as an early post-
partum indicator of increased risk of clinical ketosis in dairy 
cows, which was only just reached by Balanced cows on day 
3 in our experiment.

Excessive NEFA mobilization can impair the liver’s meta-
bolic capacity to completely oxidize them, which results in 
the production of ketone bodies, such as BHB, acetoacetate, 
and acetone (Jorjong et al., 2015; Mann et al., 2016). In our 
experiment, the tendency of a greater BHB concentration for 

Figure 5. Effect of the status cluster1 and day (d) on beef cows’ milk concentrations of grouped fatty acids (FA) according to their saturation: saturated 
FA (SFA), monounsaturated FA (MUFA), and polyunsaturated FA (PUFA). The gray area represents the 4 d feed restriction at 55% of cows’ energy and 
metabolizable protein requirements. Vertical bars indicate the standard error. 1 according to the clustering analysis based on pre-challenge cow traits and 
energy status. 2 identified fatty acid methyl esters. a, b Within a day, different superscripts indicate differences between status clusters (P < 0.05).
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Imbalanced than Balanced cows, plus the positive correla-
tion between BHB and milk yield, suggest increased NEFA 
oxidation to provide energy substrates for milk production 
(Wathes et al., 2007). The BHB concentrations did not differ 
among feeding periods, as observed in dairy and beef cows 
at mid-lactation with a similar feed restriction period last-
ing 4 d (Carlson et al., 2006; Bjerre-Harpøth et al., 2012; 
De La Torre et al., 2022). These results imply that NEFA 
mobilization did not exceed the liver’s metabolizing capacity 
and provided sufficient energy supply for nutrient-restricted 
cows. However, a peak occurred at the end of the restriction 
phase, with a delayed response to energy intake compared 
to NEFA, as observed by Gross et al. (2011a) in dairy cows 
at mid-lactation. The extent of this delay can be influenced 
by the lactation stage and restriction duration (Carlson et 
al., 2006; Orquera-Arguero et al., 2022). Apparently, feed 
restriction length did not suffice here to have a prolonged 
effect on BHB. Plasma BHB can be used as an indirect 
marker of a negative EB in dairy cows, but has been shown 
to be a poor indicator in beef cattle (De La Torre et al., 2022; 
Orquera-Arguero et al., 2022), as observed here. Hyperke-
tonemia, defined when BHB exceeds a critical threshold of 
1.2 mmol/L, is associated with increased risk of disease, 
milk yield losses, and impaired reproductive performance in 

dairy cows (Jorjong et al., 2015). In our study, both NEFA 
and BHB concentrations were below the above-mentioned 
thresholds because our beef cows had a less severe negative 
EB due to their lower milk yields.

Lack of differences in these metabolites between status 
clusters was not expected. De Koster et al. (2019) observed 
that plasma glucose was greater and NEFA and BHB were 
lesser in balanced than in imbalanced dairy cows. Vossebeld 
et al. (2022) clustered cows according to their postpartum 
EB profile. They found that those with a more negative EB 
had greater plasma NEFA and BHB concentrations. How-
ever, differences in EB between the dairy cow groups in both 
studies, and associated with their different DMI, BW, and 
milk yield, were much larger than those herein recorded. Our 
similar results for both cow groups in different EB could be 
partly ascribed to wide individual variation in cows’ meta-
bolic adaptive capacity, as pointed out by Kessel et al. (2008), 
or to the lower milk yield and associated metabolic load in 
beef cows.

Circulating urea in lactating ruminants originates from 
either dietary protein intake or the catabolism of body protein 
reserves when energy intake is restricted and the AA stored in 
skeletal muscle are mobilized (Bell, 1995). Given their simi-
lar protein intake, the greater plasma urea concentrations in 

Figure 6. Effect of the status cluster1 and day (d) on beef cows’ milk concentrations of grouped fatty acids (FA) according to their origin: De novo FA 
(C4:0–C15:1), mixed origin FA (C16:0–C16:1), and mobilization FA (≥ C17:0). The gray area represents the 4 d feed restriction at 55% of cows’ energy 
and metabolizable protein requirements. Vertical bars indicate the standard error. 1 according to the clustering analysis based on pre-challenge cow traits 
and energy status. 2 identified fatty acid methyl esters.
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Imbalanced cows indicate greater body protein turnover to 
support gluconeogenesis and to cope with their more nega-
tive EB. These differences observed in plasma were probably 
not large enough to be reflected in milk urea contents, despite 
them being significantly correlated, as observed by Kes-
sler et al. (2020). The minor differences among days, which 
decreased at the end of the restriction and had risen by the 
end of the refeeding period, showed a delayed response to diet 
changes, which falls in line with Bjerre-Harpøth et al. (2012).

Oxidative stress occurs during periods of high metabolic 
demand, when the production of free oxidant radicals cannot 
be counteracted by the natural anti-oxidant system. Castillo 
et al. (2006) found increased lipid peroxidation only at very 
early postpartum, with wide individual variation. Bernabucci 
et al. (2005) reported that dairy cows with greater BCS loss, 
and greater BHB and NEFA concentrations, also had greater 
concentration of reactive oxygen metabolites, which agrees 
with Schuh et al. (2019), plus lesser concentrations of antiox-
idants. In our study, Imbalanced cows tended to have greater 
MDA concentrations, which mirrored the trend observed 
for BHB concentrations. This finding also reflects fat mobi-
lization and oxidation, and is associated with hepatic stress. 
This positive correlation between MDA and BHB agrees 
with those observed by Li et al. (2016) in dairy cows, who 
also report a positive association with NEFA, but it was not 
observed in our experiment. This supports the lack of differ-
ences in oxidative status among feeding periods, where the 
increased NEFA and the decreased milk yield allowed cows 
to cope with metabolic stress without further lipid oxidation. 
In line with our results, Urh et al. (2019) found that diets 
that included different amounts of concentrate affected NEFA 
concentrations, but neither BHB nor the oxidative status of 
dairy cows, which they associated with relatively small dif-
ferences in cows’ energy intake, as we observed here with a 
flat-rate feeding regime.

Diet FA intake and milk FA content
The total FA intake decreased by −62% due to the restriction, 
whereas the extent of the decrease in individual FA intake 
varied, with a greater reduction (−81% to −89%) for those 
that were more abundant in the concentrate (C18:2 n-6 and 
C18:1 cis-9) than for those that were predominant in hay 
(C16:0 and C18:0). These differences in relative individual FA 
intake reflected both the reduction in DMI and the change in 
diet among periods. Diet composition affects the milk FA pro-
file because short- and medium-chain milk FA derive from de 
novo synthesis from acetate and the transformations of butyr-
ate that occur during the ruminal fermentation of carbohy-
drates (Bauman and Griinari, 2003), both of which increase 
when the forage proportion in diet increases. However, the 
milk FA profile does not exactly mirror the relative intake of 
the different FA because they can be modified by ruminal bio-
hydrogenation and mammary lipogenic and Δ-9 desaturation 
pathways (Chilliard et al., 2007).

Research into the relation between energy intake and EB 
with the milk FA profile is extensive in dairy cows, but liter-
ature on milk FA composition of beef cows is scarce. To the 
best of our knowledge, this is the first study to report changes 
in beef cows’ milk FA contents in response to feed restriction. 
As in the case of milk yield and circulating metabolites, the 
response patterns of milk FA in beef cows follow the trends 
observed in dairy cows although the changes are of a lesser 
magnitude. Here, we observed that energy status had a marked 

effect in both the long (differences between status clusters, e.g. 
C14:0 and C16:0 tended to be greater and C18:1 cis-9 lesser 
in Balanced vs. Imbalanced cows) and short terms (differences 
among feeding periods, e.g., lowest C14:0 and C16:0 and high-
est C18:1 cis-9 during the restriction) on milk contents of major 
FA and different FA proportions according to both their degree 
of saturation and origin. When a negative EB induces body fat 
mobilization, the major FA in subcutaneous and abdominal 
depots (C16:0, C18:0, and C18:1 cis-9) are released to plasma, 
where they constitute a high proportion of circulating NEFA, 
and where C18:1 cis-9 is the most abundant FA in both dairy 
(Hostens et al., 2012) and beef (Lake et al., 2007) cows. These 
NEFA are taken up by the mammary gland and directly used 
for milk fat synthesis (Bauman and Griinari, 2003). Conse-
quently, their relative proportions in milk fat should reflect this 
lipid mobilization in response to EB. Furthermore, when these 
long-chain FA are released into plasma, de novo synthesis of 
short-chain FA by the mammary gland is inhibited (Chilliard 
et al., 2007). Gross et al. (2011b) described how the milk FA 
profile responds quickly to dietary energy changes, with sig-
nificant reductions in most FA of ≤C16:0 and increments of 
preformed FA of > C16:0 within 1 wk of feed restriction, and 
the basal values recover within 1 wk of refeeding. This pattern 
was confirmed in our experiment, even on the first day after 
diet change. As we noted, C14:0 milk contents were positively 
associated with EB, and increased with improved energy status 
with advancing dairy cows’ lactation (Craninx et al., 2008). On 
C16:0, literature offers conflicting results, which are explained 
by its mixed origin (Chilliard et al., 2000). C16:0 contents 
increased with either a negative EB (Stoop et al., 2009) or feed 
restriction (Abdelatty et al., 2017), but the decrease herein 
observed during the restriction period agrees with the pat-
terns reported by Gross et al. (2011b) and Billa et al. (2020), 
which suggests that despite its mixed origin, here it reflects the 
reduced de novo FA synthesis. Regarding long-chain FA, milk 
C18:0 did not increase during the restriction, unlike previous 
reports (Gross et al., 2011b; Billa et al., 2020), but decreased 
with refeeding as a result of less fat mobilization, which agrees 
with the aforementioned studies. Finally, milk oleic acid con-
tents (C18:1 cis-9) have been associated with a negative EB and 
high plasma NEFA concentrations (Stoop et al., 2009; Jorjong 
et al., 2014; Dórea et al., 2017), which agrees with our results. 
It has even been proposed as an early predictor of subclinical 
ketosis in dairy cows (Van Haelst et al., 2008), and as a better 
indicator of a negative EB than actual plasma NEFA and BHB 
concentrations (Churakov et al., 2021), which can vary diur-
nally depending on the time that elapses between feeding and 
blood sampling (Mäntysaari et al., 2019). This was confirmed 
herein by the stronger correlation of EB with milk C18:1 cis-9 
contents than with these plasma metabolites. This relation also 
explains the greater milk contents of C18:1 cis-9 in Imbalanced 
cows, and the rise that occurred during the restriction period in 
association with a more negative EB in both cases.

According to their degree of saturation, the differences 
between status clusters and feeding periods followed the dif-
ferences in major FA and in other less abundant ones. During 
the feed restriction, SFA decreased by −14% whereas MUFA 
and PUFA increased by +26% and +24%, respectively. This 
agrees with the results of Gross et al. (2011b) except for 
their stable PUFA concentrations, but contrasts with those of 
Stoop et al. (2009), who found greater proportions of SFA, 
mainly C16:0 and C18:0 from body fat, in those cows with 
a greater energy imbalance. The reduction in SFA during the 
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restriction and the lesser concentration in SFA in Balanced 
cows in our study seemed to be driven by the predominant 
behavior of C16:0 as a de novo synthesized FA, and also by 
the minimal response of C18:0 to EB, as observed by Abde-
latty et al. (2017). Regarding the origin of milk FA, Grummer 
(1991) suggests that almost all the C4:0 to C14:0, and about 
half the C16:0 in milk, are synthesized de novo in the mam-
mary gland, whereas the rest of the C16:0 and all long-chain 
FA derive from mammary uptake of circulating triacylglyc-
erol and NEFA. Unless diet composition significantly varies 
(Khiaosa-ard et al., 2020), the relative proportions of de novo 
synthesized and preformed FA mainly reflect changes in the 
EB (Gross et al., 2011b). Accordingly in our study, milk de 
novo FA content was significantly greater and that of mobili-
zation FA was lesser in Balanced vs. Imbalanced cows. In dairy 
cows that underwent a 6 d 50% energy restriction, Billa et al. 
(2020) reported that milk contents C10:0 to C15:0 decreased 
by −37%, and those of C16:0 by −23%, while FA > C16:0 
rose by almost +60%, and basal contents were recovered 
within a week of refeeding. Here with a similar but shorter 
feed restriction in beef cows, the relative changes were less 
intense, i.e., both de novo and mixed origin FA decreased (by 
−28% and −10%), while mobilization FA increased by +20%, 
and the basal values were also regained during the refeed-
ing period in response to the improved EB. These changes are 
consistent with the strong correlations of the FA of differ-
ent origins with EB and NEFA contents, as also described by 
Khiaosa-ard et al. (2020), who also found correlations with 
BHB contents that were not herein observed.

Several ratios between milk FA of different origins (mostly 
long-chain vs. short- and medium-chain FA or linear and 
branched FA) have been proposed as indicators related to 
cow diet or energy status (Craninx et al., 2008; Dórea et al., 
2017). Of them, Jorjong et al. (2015) established that the 
C18:1 cis-9 to C15:0 ratio was the most discriminating factor 
for early hyperketonemia diagnosis (BHB ≥ 1.2 mmol/L), for 
which they proposed a threshold of between 34 and 45. Dórea 
et al. (2017) indicated that it could also be used to accurately 
predict plasma NEFA and that when this ratio exceeded 62, 
the cows would be at risk of developing metabolic disorders. 
In our experiment, the C18:1 cis-9 to C15:0 ratio differed 
between the status clusters and feeding periods by following 
the differences observed in EB and plasma NEFA contents, 
with which it correlated, and could therefore be used as a 
biomarker of the energy status of cows. However, our values 
were far from the above-mentioned thresholds described for 
dairy cows.

Conclusions
A short-term feed restriction and refeeding induced a tran-
sient negative EB in beef cows, to which they responded 
with lower milk yield and changes in plasma metabo-
lites and milk composition, which are associated with 
the mobilization of body reserves. Despite some of these 
traits differing between Balanced and Imbalanced cows, 
with different BW, milk yields and EB before the challenge, 
they responded similarly to dietary changes by showing a 
consistent pattern across several individual nutritional sta-
tuses. The milk FA profile, which has been rarely studied in 
beef cows for practical purposes, also differed between Bal-
anced and Imbalanced cows. In particular, the milk C18:1 
cis-9 to C15:0 ratio proved to be an accurate indicator of 

metabolic status, which supports its use in experimental 
models.

Acknowledgments
Special thanks are expressed to the technical staff at CITA-La 
Garcipollera Research Station for their technical support, to 
M. Joy for laboratory coordination and to M.A. Legua for 
laboratory assistance. We also thank D. Villalba (University 
of Lleida) for his contribution to data analyses. Research 
funded by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research 
and Innovation program (GenTORE, grant agreement No. 
727213), INIA-ERDF (RZP2015-01), and the Government 
of Aragón (Grant Research Group Funds A14-20R, pre-doc-
toral contract of Karina G. Orquera-Arguero).

Conflict of Interest Statement
The authors declare no real or perceived conflicts of interest.

Literature Cited
Abdelatty, A. M., M. E. Iwaniuk, M. Garcia, K. M. Moyes, B. B. Teter, 

P. Delmonte, A. K. G. Kadegowda, M. A. Tony, F. F. Mohamad, 
and R. A. Erdman. 2017. Effect of short-term feed restriction on 
temporal changes in milk components and mammary lipogenic 
gene expression in mid-lactation Holstein dairy cows. J. Dairy Sci. 
100:4000–4013. doi:10.3168/jds.2016-11130

Agenäs, S., K. Dahlborn, and K. Holtenius. 2003. Changes in metab-
olism and milk production during and after feed deprivation in 
primiparous cows selected for different milk fat content. Livest. 
Prod. Sci. 83:153–164. doi:10.1016/s0301-6226(03)00096-4

AOAC. 2000. Official methods of analysis. Arlington (VA): Association 
of Official Analytical Chemist.

Bauman, D., and B. Currie. 1980. Partitioning of nutrients during preg-
nancy and lactation: A review of mechanisms involving homeosta-
sis and homeorhesis. J. Dairy Sci. 63:1514–1529. doi:10.3168/jds.
S0022-0302(80)83111-0

Bauman, D. E., and J. M. Griinari. 2003. Nutritional regulation of milk 
fat synthesis. Annu. Rev. Nutr. 23:203–227. doi:10.1146/annurev.
nutr.23.011702.073408

Baumgard, L. H., R. J. Collier, and D. E. Bauman. 2017. A 100-year 
review: regulation of nutrient partitioning to support lactation. J. 
Dairy Sci. 100:10353–10366. doi:10.3168/jds.2017-13242

Bell, A. 1995. Regulation of organic nutrient metabolism during transi-
tion from late pregnancy to early lactation. J. Anim. Sci. 73:2804–
2819. doi:10.2527/1995.7392804x

Bernabucci, U., B. Ronchi, N. Lacetera, and A. Nardone. 2005. Influ-
ence of body condition score on relationships between metabolic 
status and oxidative stress in periparturient dairy cows. J. Dairy 
Sci. 88:2017–2026. doi:10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(05)72878-2

Bertolín, J. R., M. Joy, and M. Blanco. 2019. Malondialdehyde de-
termination in raw and processed meat products by UPLC-DAD 
and UPLC-FLD. Food Chem. 298:125009. doi:10.1016/j.food-
chem.2019.125009

Billa, P. A., Y. Faulconnier, T. Larsen, C. Leroux, and J. A. A. Pires. 2020. 
Milk metabolites as noninvasive indicators of nutritional status 
of mid-lactation Holstein and Montbéliarde cows. J. Dairy Sci. 
103:3133–3146. doi:10.3168/jds.2019-17466

Bittante, G. 2022. Effects of breed, farm intensiveness, and cow produc-
tivity on infrared predicted milk urea. J. Dairy Sci. 105:5084–5096. 
doi:10.3168/jds.2021-21105

Bjerre-Harpøth, V., N. C. Friggens, V. M. Thorup, T. Larsen, B. M. 
Damgaard, K. L. Ingvartsen, and K. M. Moyes. 2012. Metabol-
ic and production profiles of dairy cows in response to decreased 
nutrient density to increase physiological imbalance at different 

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jas/article/doi/10.1093/jas/skad053/7043222 by guest on 12 April 2023

https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2016-11130
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0301-6226(03)00096-4
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(80)83111-0
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(80)83111-0
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.nutr.23.011702.073408
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.nutr.23.011702.073408
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2017-13242
https://doi.org/10.2527/1995.7392804x
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(05)72878-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2019.125009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2019.125009
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2019-17466
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2021-21105


Journal of Animal Science, 2023, Vol. 101 15

stages of lactation. J. Dairy Sci. 95:2362–2380. doi:10.3168/
jds.2011-4419

Bocquier, F., and E. González-García. 2010. Sustainability of ruminant 
agriculture in the new context: feeding strategies and features of 
animal adaptability into the necessary holistic approach. Animal. 
4:1258–1273. doi:10.1017/S1751731110001023

Broderick, G. A. 2003. Effects of varying dietary protein and ener-
gy levels on the production of lactating dairy cows. J. Dairy Sci. 
86:1370–1381. doi:10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(03)73721-7

Carlson, D. B., N. B. Litherland, H. M. Dann, J. C. Woodworth, and J. 
K. Drackley. 2006. Metabolic effects of abomasal L-carnitine in-
fusion and feed restriction in lactating holstein cows. J. Dairy Sci. 
89:4819–4834. doi:10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(06)72531-0

Castillo, C., J. Hernández, I. Valverde, V. Pereira, J. Sotillo, M. Löpez 
Alonso, and J. L. Benedito. 2006. Plasma malonaldehyde (MDA) 
and total antioxidant status (TAS) during lactation in dairy cows. 
Res. Vet. Sci. 80:133–139. doi:10.1016/j.rvsc.2005.06.003

Chilliard, Y., A. Ferlay, R. M. Mansbridge, and M. Doreau. 2000. 
Ruminant milk fat plasticity: nutritional control of saturated, 
polyunsaturated, trans and conjugated fatty acids. Anim. Res. 
49:181–205. doi:10.1051/animres:2000117

Chilliard, Y., F. Glasser, A. Ferlay, L. Bernard, J. Rouel, and M. Dor-
eau. 2007. Diet, rumen biohydrogenation and nutritional quality 
of cow and goat milk fat. Eur. J. Lipid Sci. Technol. 109:828–855. 
doi:10.1002/ejlt.200700080

Churakov, M., J. Karlsson, A. Edvardsson Rasmussen, and K. Holte-
nius. 2021. Milk fatty acids as indicators of negative energy balance 
of dairy cows in early lactation. Animal. 15:100253. doi:10.1016/j.
animal.2021.100253

Craninx, M., A. Steen, H. Van Laar, T. Van Nespen, J. Martin-Tereso, B. 
De Baets, and V. Fievez. 2008. Effect of lactation stage on the odd- 
and branched-chain milk fatty acids of dairy cattle under grazing 
and indoor conditions. J. Dairy Sci. 91:2662–2677. doi:10.3168/
jds.2007-0656

De la Fuente, M. A., V. Rodríguez-Pino, and M. Juárez. 2015. Use of an 
extremely polar 100-m column in combination with a cyanoalkyl 
polysiloxane column to complement the study of milk fats with 
different fatty acid profiles. Int. Dairy J. 47:52–63. doi:10.1016/j.
idairyj.2015.02.010

De Koster, J., M. Salavati, C. Grelet, M. A. Crowe, E. Matthews, R. 
O’Flaherty, G. Opsomer, L. Foldager, and M. Hostens; GplusE. 
2019. Prediction of metabolic clusters in early-lactation dairy cows 
using models based on milk biomarkers. J. Dairy Sci. 102:2631–
2644. doi:10.3168/jds.2018-15533

De La Torre, A., L. Barreto-Mendes, J. A. A. Pires, I. Cassar-Malek, I. 
Ortigues-Marty, and F. Blanc. 2022. Exploration of robustness in-
dicators using adaptive responses to short-term feed restriction in 
suckling primiparous beef cows. Animal. 16:100556. doi:10.1016/j.
animal.2022.100556

Dórea, J. R. R., E. A. French, and L. E. Armentano. 2017. Use of milk 
fatty acids to estimate plasma nonesterified fatty acid concen-
trations as an indicator of animal energy balance. J. Dairy Sci. 
100:6164–6176. doi:10.3168/jds.2016-12466

EU. 2010. Directive 2010/63/EU of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 22 September 2010 on the protection of animals used 
for scientific purposes. 276:33–79.

Fiems, L. O., J. L. De Boever, B. Ampe, J. M. Vanacker, S. De Campe-
neere, and B. Sonck. 2015. Effect of energy restriction and dietary 
protein level during the re-alimentation period on feed efficien-
cy in double-muscled Belgian Blue cows. Livest. Sci. 174:46–52. 
doi:10.1016/j.livsci.2015.01.017

Gross, J. J., and R. M. Bruckmaier. 2019. Metabolic challenges in lactating 
dairy cows and their assessment via established and novel indicators 
in milk. Animal. 13:s75–s81. doi:10.1017/S175173111800349X

Gross, J. J., H. A. van Dorland, R. M. Bruckmaier, and F. J. Schwarz. 
2011a. Performance and metabolic profile of dairy cows during 
a lactational and deliberately induced negative energy balance 
with subsequent realimentation. J. Dairy Sci. 94:1820–1830. 
doi:10.3168/jds.2010-3707

Gross, J. J., H. A. Van Dorland, R. M. Bruckmaier, and F. J. Schwarz. 
2011b. Milk fatty acid profile related to energy balance in dairy 
cows. J. Dairy Res. 78:479–488. doi:10.1017/S0022029911000550

Grummer, R. R. 1991. Effect of feed on the composition of milk 
fat. J. Dairy Sci. 74:3244–3257. doi:10.3168/jds.S0022-
0302(91)78510-X

Henriksen, J. C. S., M. R. Weisbjerg, P. Løvendahl, T. Kristensen, and 
L. Munksgaard. 2019. Effects of an individual cow concentrate 
strategy on production and behavior. J. Dairy Sci. 102:2155–2172. 
doi:10.3168/jds.2018-15477

Hostens, M., V. Fievez, J. L. M. R. Leroy, J. Van Ranst, B. Vlaeminck, 
and G. Opsomer. 2012. The fatty acid profile of subcutaneous and 
abdominal fat in dairy cows with left displacement of the aboma-
sum. J. Dairy Sci. 95:3756–3765. doi:10.3168/jds.2011-5092

INRA. 2007. Alimentation des bovins, ovins et caprins. Besoins des 
Animaux-Valeur des aliments. Paris, France: Quae Versailles.

ISO. 2015. Animal and vegetable fats and oils. Gas chromatography 
of fatty acid methyl esters. Part 4: Determination by capillary gas 
chromatography. Vernier, Switzerland: ISO Copyright Office.

Jorjong, S., A. T. M. van Knegsel, J. Verwaeren, R. M. Bruckmaier, B. 
De Baets, B. Kemp, and V. Fievez. 2015. Milk fatty acids as possible 
biomarkers to diagnose hyperketonemia in early lactation. J. Dairy 
Sci. 98:5211–5221. doi:10.3168/jds.2014-8728

Jorjong, S., A. T. M. van Knegsel, J. Verwaeren, M. V. Lahoz, R. M. 
Bruckmaier, B. De Baets, B. Kemp, and V. Fievez. 2014. Milk fatty 
acids as possible biomarkers to early diagnose elevated concentra-
tions of blood plasma nonesterified fatty acids in dairy cows. J. 
Dairy Sci. 97:7054–7064. doi:10.3168/jds.2014-8039

Kessel, S., M. Stroehl, H. H. D. Meyer, S. Hiss-Pesch, H. Sauerwein, 
F. Schwarz, and R. M. Bruckmaier. 2008. Individual variability in 
physiological adaptation to metabolic stress during early lactation 
in dairy cows kept under equal conditions. J. Anim. Sci. 86:2903–
2912. doi:10.2527/jas.2008-1016

Kessler, E. C., R. M. Bruckmaier, and J. J. Gross. 2020. Milk urea nitro-
gen concentration is higher in Brown Swiss than in Holstein dairy 
cows despite identical feeding. J. Anim. Physiol. Anim. Nutr. (Berl). 
104:1671–1677. doi:10.1111/jpn.13408

Khiaosa-ard, R., M. T. Kleefisch, Q. Zebeli, and F. Klevenhusen. 2020. 
Milk fatty acid composition reflects metabolic adaptation of early 
lactation cows fed hay rich in water-soluble carbohydrates with 
or without concentrates. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 264:1144701–
1144714. doi:10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2020.114470

Kramer, J. K. G., V. Fellner, M. E. R. Dugan, F. D. Sauer, M. M. Mos-
soba, and M. P. Yurawecz. 1997. Evaluating acid and base cata-
lysts in the methylation of milk and rumen fatty acids with special 
emphasis on conjugated dienes and total trans fatty acids. Lipids. 
32:1219–1228. doi:10.1007/s11745-997-0156-3

Lake, S. L., T. R. Weston, E. J. Scholljegerdes, C. M. Murrieta, B. M. 
Alexander, D. C. Rule, G. E. Moss, and B. W. Hess. 2007. Effects of 
postpartum dietary fat and body condition score at parturition on 
plasma, adipose tissue, and milk fatty acid composition of lactating 
beef cows. J. Anim. Sci. 85:717–730. doi:10.2527/jas.2006-353

Lawrence, D., M. O’Donovan, T. M. Boland, E. Lewis, and E. Ken-
nedy. 2016. An examination of two concentrate allocation strat-
egies which are based on the early lactation milk yield of autumn 
calving Holstein Friesian cows. Animal. 10:796–804. doi:10.1017/
S1751731115002724

Le Neindre, P., and H. Dubroeucq. 1973. Observations sur l’estimation 
de la production laitière des vaches allaitantes per la peseè du veau 
avant et aprés la tétée. Ann. Zootech. 22:413–422. doi:10.1051/
animres:19730402

Leduc, A., S. Souchet, M. Gelé, F. Le Provost, and M. Boutinaud. 2021. 
Effect of feed restriction on dairy cow milk production: a review. J. 
Anim. Sci. 99:1–12. doi:10.1093/jas/skab130

Li, Y., H. Y. Ding, X. C. Wang, S. B. Feng, X. B. Li, Z. Wang, G. W. Liu, 
and X. W. Li. 2016. An association between the level of oxidative 
stress and the concentrations of NEFA and BHBA in the plasma of 
ketotic dairy cows. J. Anim. Physiol. Anim. Nutr. (Berl) 100:844–
851. doi:10.1111/jpn.12454

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jas/article/doi/10.1093/jas/skad053/7043222 by guest on 12 April 2023

https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2011-4419
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2011-4419
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731110001023
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(03)73721-7
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(06)72531-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rvsc.2005.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1051/animres:2000117
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejlt.200700080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2021.100253
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2021.100253
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2007-0656
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2007-0656
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.idairyj.2015.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.idairyj.2015.02.010
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-15533
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2022.100556
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2022.100556
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2016-12466
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2015.01.017
https://doi.org/10.1017/S175173111800349X
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2010-3707
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022029911000550
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(91)78510-X
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(91)78510-X
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-15477
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2011-5092
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2014-8728
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2014-8039
https://doi.org/10.2527/jas.2008-1016
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpn.13408
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2020.114470
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11745-997-0156-3
https://doi.org/10.2527/jas.2006-353
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731115002724
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731115002724
https://doi.org/10.1051/animres:19730402
https://doi.org/10.1051/animres:19730402
https://doi.org/10.1093/jas/skab130
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpn.12454


16 Journal of Animal Science, 2023, Vol. 101 

Lowman, B. G., N. A. Scott, and S. H. Somerville. 1976. Condition Scor-
ing of Cattle. Edinburgh School of Agriculture. Bulletin no. 6: 1-31.

Mann, S., D. V. Nydam, A. L. Lock, T. R. Overton, and J. A. A. McArt. 
2016. Short communication: association of milk fatty acids with early 
lactation hyperketonemia and elevated concentration of nonesterified 
fatty acids. J. Dairy Sci. 99:5851–5857. doi:10.3168/jds.2016-10920

Manninen, M., K. Saarijärvi, H. Huhta, L. Jauhiainen, and P. Aspila. 
2004. Effects of winter feeding strategies with alternative feeds on 
the performance of mature suckler cows and their progeny. Agric. 
Food Sci. 13:348–362. doi:10.2137/1239099043633323

Mäntysaari, P., E. A. Mäntysaari, T. Kokkonen, T. Mehtiö, S. Kajava, C. 
Grelet, P. Lidauer, and M. H. Lidauer. 2019. Body and milk traits as 
indicators of dairy cow energy status in early lactation. J. Dairy Sci. 
102:7904–7916. doi:10.3168/jds.2018-15792.

Orquera-Arguero, K. G., D. Villalba, M. Blanco, J. Ferrer, and I. Casa-
sús. 2022. Modelling beef cows’ individual response to short nu-
trient restriction in different lactation stages. Animal. 16:100619. 
doi:10.1016/j.animal.2022.100619

Ospina, P. A., D. V. Nydam, T. Stokol, and T. R. Overton. 2010. Eval-
uation of nonesterified fatty acids and beta-hydroxybutyrate in 
transition dairy cattle in the northeastern United States: critical 
thresholds for prediction of clinical diseases. J. Dairy Sci. 93:546–
554. doi:10.3168/jds.2009-2277

Palmquist, D. L. 2009. Milk fat: origin of fatty acids and influence of 
nutritional factors thereon. In: Fox, P. F., and P. L. H. McSweeney, 
editors, Advanced dairy chemistry. Vol. 2. New York: Springer Sci-
ence; p. 43–92.

R Core Team. 2021. R: a language and environment for statistical com-
puting. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing.

Schuh, K., H. Sadri, S. Häussler, L. A. Webb, C. Urh, M. Wagner, C. 
Koch, J. Frahm, S. Dänicke, G. Dusel, et al. 2019. Comparison of 
performance and metabolism from late pregnancy to early lacta-
tion in dairy cows with elevated v. normal body condition at dry-
off. Animal. 13:1478–1488. doi:10.1017/S1751731118003385

Shingfield, K. J., S. Ahvenjärvi, V. Toivonen, A. Ärölä, K. V. V. Nurmela, 
P. Huhtanen, and J. M. Griinari. 2003. Effect of dietary fish oil 
on biohydrogenation of fatty acids and milk fatty acid content in 
cows. Anim. Sci. 77:165–179. doi:10.1017/s1357729800053765

Stoop, W. M., H. Bovenhuis, J. M. L. Heck, and J. A. M. van Arendonk. 
2009. Effect of lactation stage and energy status on milk fat com-
position of Holstein-Friesian cows. J. Dairy Sci. 92:1469–1478. 
doi:10.3168/jds.2008-1468

Sukhija, P. S., and D. L. Palmquist. 1988. Rapid method for determi-
nation of total fatty acid content and composition of feedstuffs 
and feces. J. Agric. Food Chem. 36:1202–1206. doi:10.1021/
jf00084a019

Urh, C., J. Denißen, E. Gerster, N. Kraus, E. Stamer, B. Heitkönig, 
H. Spiekers, and H. Sauerwein. 2019. Pro- and antioxidative 
indicators in serum of dairy cows during late pregnancy and 
early lactation: testing the effects of parity, different dietary en-
ergy levels, and farm. J. Dairy Sci. 102:6672–6678. doi:10.3168/
jds.2019-16248

Van Haelst, Y. N. T., A. Beeckman, A. T. M. Van Knegsel, and V. Fievez. 
2008. Short communication: elevated concentrations of oleic acid 
and long-chain fatty acids in milk fat of multiparous subclinical 
ketotic cows. J. Dairy Sci. 91:4683–4686. doi:10.3168/jds.2008-
1375

Van Soest, P. J., J. B. Robertson, and B. A. Lewis. 1991. Methods for 
dietary fiber, neutral detergent fiber, and nonstarch polysaccha-
rides in relation to animal nutrition. J. Dairy Sci. 74:3583–3597. 
doi:10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(91)78551-2

Vossebeld, F., A. T. M. van Knegsel, and E. Saccenti. 2022. Phenotyp-
ing metabolic status of dairy cows using clustering of time pro-
files of energy balance peripartum. J. Dairy Sci. 105:4565–4580. 
doi:10.3168/jds.2021-21518

Wathes, D. C., Z. Cheng, N. Bourne, V. J. Taylor, M. P. Coffey, and 
S. Brotherstone. 2007. Differences between primiparous and mul-
tiparous dairy cows in the inter-relationships between metabolic 
traits, milk yield and body condition score in the periparturient 
period. Domest Anim. Endocrinol. 33:203–225. doi:10.1016/j.
domaniend.2006.05.004

Xu, W., A. T. M. van Knegsel, J. J. M. Vervoort, R. M. Bruckmaier, R. 
J. van Hoeij, B. Kemp, and E. Saccenti. 2019. Prediction of meta-
bolic status of dairy cows in early lactation with on-farm cow data 
and machine learning algorithms. J. Dairy Sci. 102:10186–10201. 
doi:10.3168/jds.2018-15791

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jas/article/doi/10.1093/jas/skad053/7043222 by guest on 12 April 2023

https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2016-10920
https://doi.org/10.2137/1239099043633323
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-15792
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2022.100619
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2009-2277
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731118003385
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1357729800053765
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2008-1468
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf00084a019
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf00084a019
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2019-16248
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2019-16248
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2008-1375
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2008-1375
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.S0022-0302(91)78551-2
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2021-21518
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.domaniend.2006.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.domaniend.2006.05.004
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-15791

