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Genomic prediction of milk production traits for Thai dairy cattle using
single-step approach with random regression test-day model
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Usy amamwmmnﬁmm‘uwmmumau LLamﬁamemmaaamaqawmym'ﬂmamammuumaiummumaaumimaaa
WUUga (random regression test-day model, RR-TDM) fidofitaunitunady 9 mﬁmamﬂummmﬂs asfiioUsidiu
mmmmiﬂumimmmwwuqﬂiiumaaaﬂwmum'ﬂmawammumimsﬂmﬁmmuwumaumsnmsﬂuma'sumaaumimaaa
wuudy (single-step random regression test-day model, SS-RR-TDM) \Wisulsuiuisnsuwuusaialae RRTOM luuszwns
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Snvagd3maniuy (n = 170 ,666) wardnuazesrdsyneuting (n = 160 ,526) lmmafmLLuIﬂuﬂusaumﬁwuumqLLiﬂmaam
gnszninafeungAINIgY 2536 fuslouduimm 2560 71U 24,858 way 23,201 ¢ mmmmu sua:uafﬂiulmwlmm Ilumina
Bovine SNP50 BeadChip dmdudnvarUiinahuuiidu 876 § uardnvaresiussnoutuuisiuiu 868 & \ndeya
lugramndgaving uaz amw%mwaaummLLaJumm‘wumMLUuwaIﬂmlmmaﬂmﬂwmmauamnmwau A1 EBVs (estimated
breeding values) WIGUWUﬁﬂﬁ”?mLL‘UUWL@&I‘WWWMU RR-TDM mumwuﬁﬂiimium (genomic estimated breedmg values,
GEBVS) ¥1MU18/6178) SS-RR-TDM L‘Uismm&Jmﬁmi‘vnmEJI@]sﬂfummmmiasl,umimmaﬂwwuqﬂiimmmuwaimwmqmuaa
oA AULLUENTMG L] ANULIUENTININTIREeU wazauliond mmLL:u'uz‘hL%amwﬁléfmﬂmsLLUNLW%KE%’@JU?%%%
YoIEUNTIULAALUUREN (mixed model equations, MME) ‘LusummmmLmummmim’maaiﬂ,mmﬂawiuamawamwumw85
dusrnI9 dEBV (deregressed proofs)mﬂéumauamwm wag G(EBV) mmmauawamm AuldaARaENA1TUIINAT
fulszAnsnisanneeiidumamalinanisannesdadu @andilng 1) B\Iaﬂ’]iﬂﬂ‘t&’]Ll,aﬂﬂs[,%m‘u’ﬂﬂ’]'ﬁVl”lu’]EJﬂ’W]NW‘USﬂiiiJ
aiuuima‘imiulmﬂwaiﬂmeammmma SS-RR-TDM TyiAA s ugnTangui LLammmLuummmimmaauL‘wmuima
\de 0.22 uaz 0.06 0 audduidloweuiiisuiu RR-TDM m‘mwﬂaﬂwmumﬂmamammum mmmmammamﬂﬂmﬂmaa
LL;JIﬂmﬁaﬂ%‘Lumsmma’LumwmmummmwQ G mmuuummmimmaauqusuuanimaLaaa 0.02 ugg 0.07 AMUAAY
mamsuawﬁmsﬂmawimmﬂ SS-RR-TDM dandlng 1 11nA11 RR-TDM wagn1svinuny GEBV wLﬂuﬁmmLmTummaamam
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ABSTRACT: In genomic prediction, the single-step genomic BLUP (ssGBLUP) has been demonstrated to outperform
multi-step methods. In statistical analyses of milk production traits, the random regression test-day model (RR-TDM) has
clear advantages over other models. This study aimed to evaluate the feasibility of using the single-step random
regression test-day model (SS-RR-TDM) in genomic prediction of milk production traits, in comparison with the pedigree-
based RR-TDM, and to investigate an effect of genotyped cows on the accuracy of genomic prediction for young bulls.
Data of milk yield (n=170,666) and milk components (n= 160,526) were from 24,858 and 23,201 cows in first lactation,
calving between November 1993 and March 2018, respectively. Additionally, 876 and 868 bulls and cows of each data
set were genotyped using Illumina Bovine SNP50 BeadChip. We cut off the data in the last six years, and the validation
animals were defined as genotyped bulls with no daughters in the truncated set. Estimated breeding values (EBVs) were
obtained with the traditional pedigree-based RR-TDM, and genomic estimated breeding values (GEBVs) were estimated
with SS-RR-TDM. The prediction methods were compared with the genetic predictive ability for young bulls, namely
theoretical accuracy, validation accuracy, and unbiasedness. Theory accuracies were obtained by inverting the coefficient
matrix of the mixed model equations (MME) whereas validation accuracies were measured by the Pearson correlation
between de-regressed EBV from the full dataset and (G)EBV predicted with the reduced dataset. The unbiasedness is
determined by the regression coefficient calculated according to the linear regression model (closed to 1). For prediction
of all milk production traits using only bull genotypes, on average, SS-RR-TDM increased theoretical accuracies by 0.22
and validation accuracies by 0.07, compared with RR-TDM. With cow genotypes, the extra increase was 0.02 and 0.07
for theoretical accuracies and validation accuracies, respectively. The regression coefficient obtained from SS-RR-TDM
was closer to 1 more than RR-TDM. The inflation of GEBV tended to be reduced using cow genotypes in prediction. This
study confirmed the feasibility of SS-RR-TDM, thus enhancing the strategies for genomic prediction of milk production
traits in the future for Thai dairy population. We recommend that the evaluation should include the genotype data of
both the sires and cows.

Keywords: Thai dairy cattle; random regression test-day model; milk production traits; single-step genomic BLUP
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SuagitilinanandnilugudaludumuingUsvasdossnmsusulseiug Tasomednuasnslinanamiuudadusnumeddo
maasgiafianadensinilsesnnidsdau Tauuiifnslivandmhundviuwiinu waeamunmianuduiuslaenss
fuseléiianntu (Seegers et al, 2003) ﬁﬂwmzﬁﬂuﬁﬂwmsﬁmuamﬁa&ngmagj (polygenic traits) Aildsunansznuaniade
waneUsEnis warvanedu dausarduiinansenuidniiesdonisuanieonuesdnuny (Snelling et al., 2013) N15USUUTIAIUNT
Jamsuazlarunns nieusumsdaideoniugnasuetnaduduaunsofiunsdntuald luadusndnuagnslitdathuniing
v‘hmEJﬁwﬁuqﬂiiuuuﬁugmmaqé’ﬂwmmmmmaaﬂLLuuazauImaiﬁﬁuLmaiaumﬂﬁuu (lactation model, LAM) ufiatlagdu
nsvhuneaugnsIuvesdnyardnanlijaiuluiinisldlieafunageunisnanesuuugu (random regression test-day
model, RR-TDM) Faifulinafiannsnesuistadomaiugnasuuasmsaninundouimuafidnansznudenaiudsuntas
Toyailulndveailalilansduniaz Tunaaeunaonsyuznislium (Oliveira et al., 2019a) fEIENTYINUNEAIRUGNITURUY
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Usedh dmsunsviuneAIn1suauiug (estimated breeding value, EBV) WialdlumsAnianuunsiiy (Traditional pedigree-
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based selection) dawal#n1syiued1 EBV sae RR-TOM flauusiugrgenindesiouiisudu LAM #3e33nsmsaindug
(Kisternaker, 1997; Buaban and Sanpote, 2010) pgndlsfinuimsiifnsditosfalunislénuegtne wu lunisdndendn il
uluainguszasdsinldszozinaiun uazldnad lunmssuiiusnldimuimmhveanaluladiluy dwalvinissiuun
Toyavesruiuwlsmeiugnssaluseduiiindlelng v3e single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) vasdaisefianinsasil
1#ndsagsruauinn aseunquitaiedlun wasdisegnasednedeiiies (VanRaden, 2020) Seldihmsdniendeilus (genomic
selection, GS) ?jawmaﬁqmiﬁmLﬁaﬂmﬂmsﬁmwmﬁ’uﬁqﬂisﬁiuu (genomic estimated breeding value, GEBV) lngldtaya
SNPs Saufudouaiilulniuastoyawususe TR (Legarra et al,, 2009; Misztal et al, 2009) U WNUNTAALEDNLUUA LAY
Tnsiawiglulauuiifaanudnitlunstaunlunaneyseme Wy Ussmaanigowsini uauian ans1vetmdng aaduaud
podAsIaY NuAd lwsosuaus wosuil wavUsumaaunuiuie (Silva et al, 2014) msfmdensedluuidofnasegaile
Wisuifufunisfaidenuuusai 1w ffneamlunsifiuauinomthmeiugnssuvesdnvasiidfgymaasugiadmiula
ualuusiasdifistu (Doublet et al., 2019) shuarauiugilunisvhueeiusnssy wavandaeganmsfiansadadonous
suglauuldlurnefidsldidoyavosgnan (Hayes et al, 2009) fivildlugrsfuresdindns uioursnfenouiidniassiin
uenniimafadendeilusanmsoanfuyulumsaisiewusidfuoannilefieutulusunsunsmnasugnaniLuudai
TagiluBmsieasiugnssudlunansouddldiduassussianmdn: FEnsuuumanetunou (multi-step approach) wae
wuudumeuien (single-step approach) Ingisuuudumeuiiien (single-step senomic BLUP, ssGBLUP) tJuASnnsitldsunana
Heululagiu Lagiifefniisnsviuenuuanstuneu (Misztal et al, 2020) iipsannanansaviunedasadalulnd waylads
Tulndvounldlunanfioatuldioun ananududeulumaiid uazdoailunisviuedesas uenanidisnmsuuutunen
Fenddlfnsvunefifauusiugiuniu wasdnuautifiannsoldsuiu RRTOM dwiudnwazmslinandniusiiddoya
saLifadlél (Kang et al,, (2017) anmisfnuneunthiluandliisiuinnisvhuneaniugnssulneisnisuuutunouderelunatu
NAFDUNNINANBELUA (single-step random regression test-day model, SS-RR-TDM) fimundululdiiaglfnruusiugiann
u uaziloaRvasnsyinuetiasas (Oliveira et al., 2019b) msﬁ']mEJmﬁ’uqﬂisuﬁmi"ué’ﬂwmsmﬂﬁwamﬁmﬁmﬂuﬂszmﬂ"lma
ddnimeluladFanmnsdnUadng naudadng Idsuiunisde RRTDM lagldtoyailulndsfudeyaiususy Randoud
2556 (naUednd, 2556) warlutiagsuldfinemusndoyadlulndaniaieiusiiunsigadsonimaaeugnan uazanus
1a FsvnnfinsuaunausenIng RR-TOM 1Ay ssGBLUP (SS-RR-TDM) Tumsvinnensiugnssu thazifiuauusiug uasiiond
yasnsvwetesas wavdwarilinudnialunsuiulssiudlaunvesdssmaduluognmngs sdslsinululszmalned
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WougNunImaaeuieteyavesgnardliuintdn nsiudeyaidlulndveuiiugfideyaiilulvdsinlunisviuiedd
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ATt TngUszasAliioUsediuanuanansatunmsvihneaiugnssuvesanvauensikandaiuulegldisnsuuutunausien

melumaiunaaaunisanaesluugu (SS-RR-TOM) wWisuiiisuiuisnisuuuasiulag RR-TOM Tuuszmnslauulng wasfnw
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2 nn. setuduussingulun1sufon drwemsmeruilisenousie warluansou W11 wazveumdeaInnIsnens

UN9EIU DIAUTENDUVDIAIUNANVRIDMNSTUT UL TUAUNS auluiasd uazs1A1 agralsAnIunisTIawAaue I suenuLu

]
v

Feadngiluganuniazgasou uasnyRINIARIT e WAmIev19U1Y nTeLNN5I¥e1M1S TMR (Total Mixed Ration) %50

Complete Ration (CR) 3alupmnsuandnsazuiiinainnisitemsveny waremstusnaauiuludnsdniivngan

=

doyanlulvld wazWugusedn

Foyalutunagouseiiiou (monthly test-day records) veausilauslusoumsliuundausniinaongnseuinaion
wednieu 2536 Sadeuiiunan 2560 Mngrudeyalaunvesdrtinmeluladdanmnsndnuadnd nsudadnd waziilolliyn
Toyaifamnummzaulunsinsziidldnseaudeyaniudoulyues Buaban et al. (2020) Foyafiiiunsnvaeundins
BoninHugedoyaiiavun (full data set) deiifoyaluiunaaeudsd 2560 doyalufunnaoulsznaudae 7 dnvas: Usinaiu
(milk yield, MY, nn.) Usunalasiu (fat yield, FY, nn.), Usunadlusiiu (protein yield, PY, nn.) USinasuesudaiavan (total solid
yield, TY, nn.) wWesidusnluiu (fat percentage, FP, % ) weasidunlusiu (protein percentage, PP, %) waviuasidunvaauds
Tamum (total solid percentage, TP, %) iieldeyaimnumnzanlunsiesed wazidlesanluiunnasuiiedfuundnume
lidfinmstuiin fideTuvsdnuurnslinandnihuni@nwoondu 2 ndu: dnvasUimnasiun (MY) uardnvuresduszney
whua (FY, PY, TV, FP, PP uaz TP) InengudnuaisuSinamuufiswau 170,666 Toya (24,858 ) uasngudnuazesdusenoy
hunfidoya 160,526 deya (23,201 ) Tnsyndeyaildluuiasnguardudounduiususy Rludsautaeganudlefindeya
dmsunmsnmaoutielafienydlion idvardoasieuyadeyaidu 2 an fo yndeyatinun uazgadoyaiianas (reduced data
set) Inppdoyaassazdesogluguiugnssuientu ndeyafianasgnissnanyadoyaiamelaefadoyalufunaaouludag
undanineseniiiodoanslielafionystiosiilinga (validation of young bulls) ififeyafilulnivesgnan dedugadouail
« o

Wdeyalutunaasuiiel 2554 uenanilnelanoyduleenlinmvaeudoiininuuiugrannnisvinngen EBV dmsuusag

anvazAINYAtayaviavANINnI 75%

Foyadlulnd

Toyailulniildannisduundeyavesmnuduutsmaiugnssuluseduianalolnd (SNPs) A28 llumina
BovineSNP50 BeadChip (Illumina Inc., San Diego, CA, USA) fiduiiegdu 2 (@51uau 54,609 SNPs) 3o viastu 3 (@d1uau
53,218 SNPs) Tnendonld SNPs Amiloufusisananoddu $1um 50,908 SNPs TUrunsAIuANAMNIN Fefasandie call rate
> 0.9 dmsura SNPs uazIlundns MAF (minor allele frequency) > 0.05 N1509N3MNaNAA Hardy-Weinberg (A11ULANATS
seysmLRfiands wazgarAndaunn) < 0.15 manaaeunadaudssEingwesignuay (parent-progeny conflict) Tng
TUsunsu PREGSF90 (Misztal, 2018) leianlalunisaiuaunanin SNPs uasfiieg13 A18ndi1nn1saiuauamnn §ipdmae
Yoya SNPs dwsuldlunsinsendnuam 41,977 uag 41,975 SNPs Pndasaslulndsuau 876 uay 868 fa dmSusnuY

USunaunhun wagdnuagesdusznoutiug muasu uadenvesndeyananildlunisfinuivandlily Table 1
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Table 1 Number of farms, animals and records used in this study

[tems Number of animals and records

Milk yield traits Milk component traits

Number of farms

Full data set 1,905 1,764

Reduced data set 1,523 1,379
Animals in pedigree 51,128 48,834
Animals with records

Full data set 24,858 23,201

Reduced data set 15,404 13,768

Test-day records

Full data set 170,666 160,526
Reduced data set 97,970 88,000
Genotyped animals 876 868
Bulls 152 152
Cows 724 716
SNP information 41,977 41,975
Tunanisana

yndnunsdidnuaiadagiueaniugnssalngliinisuuudadudae RR-TDM uagisnsuuutumewiendny SS-RR-
TOM Tunaildfanuadeadstuililumsinnesniugnssmesnsuuadad (nsuladnd, 2562; Buaban et al,, 2020)
RR-TOM (duisnmsuvusadnildlunsviunedwiugnssulnelideyaiilulng samiudeyaiugussTivesdniutasin
#1635 Best Linear Unbiased Prediction (BLUP) aglé EBV lunadwiilaenss uaglfifulunadnsdsdlunisnwaded feilaiaa
yrsadind
y =X;b; +X,b, + Vh + Za+ Wp + ¢, (1)
Tnedl y L‘f]uLaﬂLmi*uaqﬁuﬁm%’aﬁdaiui’ummaawmﬁﬂwmzﬁﬁwmiﬁﬂm (MY, FY, PY, TY, FP, PP uag TP) b, 1Ju
nnmevesdriwansidaszneufie mhonauiion-U-gan1a nquius-naueigiinasn b, Wunnmesverduuszaninis

0AneYALTIveY Legendre polynomials (LPs) ideuaglunguitug-nquengiinaen h ilunnesvesdninaduiiienin -

s
= |

\ounadeu a war p Wunnnesvesdulszans msonnesuuuduues LPs ideufunieludvinaidesaniugnisy uay
Aawandonnns auadu uay e luNMoTvosdnnavesauAaIIAdow nInG Xy, X,, V, Z uaz W 1 incidence
matrices fidenndafufiudvinainanundisiu dduves LPs Fududuusiusumesiladonsi uasdadodu Adumaniuls
Wy (DIM) Aufifuunlag Gengler et al. (1999) AnsAnuluafeidld Lps seud 3 (constant, linear, quadratic lkag cubic)
dmsudnuarUsinariug uazesdusznautuy Tagagld Lps SfuiRenfudmiudvinanisannesuuuAsikazLUUFL nay
wugdundu 3 nqu auszdvaiaidenlaadlny W3dou (HF) Usznausas HF < 87.50 %, 87.50 < HF < 93.75 waz HF >

]

93.75% nguenefinaengniuunidu 7 nau Insusaznguriiaiuyng 3 wew nquusnienetioandt 25 wew uaznguanvinedeny
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111N 39 Weu goniaduunilu 3 ngu Ae garuns (gednieu-nuaniiug) gedeu @wiau-liquisw) uazggu (13ng1A-
nanAw)
ieanAududouratlunalsauyiliimiulsvesdninavesnnunaiaadoudanviriunaeanisiiug uagivuali

o

Svidwanuvguilnmsnszarsuuuindismeanadewiniu 0 waslasiadsnnunlsusiusiuvasiuwamuuatndudsdl

h Moz, O 0 o0
a| | 0o A®6G, o0 0

Var ol =| o 0 I®P, 0 (2)
e 0 0 0 Io2

Tnoil G, uae P, Wumimdndaruuususiusiu 4 x 4 vesdulszdvimInnnesuuugudmiudvisnaiiosnniugnssy
LAZANINLINAINAIS AUEINU A Wumindauduiusseninedndluiugusz iR (numerator relationship matrix) T 18u
wasndionanwel (Identity matrix) ® U Kronecker product o2, \uanuuususiusinvesls-U-iounageu uas of 1u
AILUSUTIUT eI IIAAALAT DY

SS-RR-TOM (Hudsmsiildlunisvineaniugnssulaslideyaillulnd deyaiusus TAvesdniuiazin uasdeyaily
Indnfeutulunmsiinnesilngld GEBY ilunadwiilaenss 8nsdilanaiieafuiu RRTDM snifunisunudl A #e H fadu

N353 UATNEAMUFUNUT AT DY IA NN UE UseTMd 1A UILaS ndAudun s n193 U (genomic-based relationship

matrices, G) (Legarra et al., 2009) lagaunsaeulugunniudsl:

0 0
0 167! — wA3} @
Wo H™ A3 ndnniuve9audunus et ugnssuienunsndindureannuduiusnisdluy (671 sudniu

H'=A"+

v saay P~

wesndnniuasnNNduiusiaTegAnIeiuiUse TRnmeiidainiideyadlulnd (Azd), A Aewsindnniurasninuduiug

LATOYIANNNUSUSE TR Tway w A UaTuUTU (weighting factors), G ABtuMINFUBIAUFUNUSN19N19T UL (genomic
zz"

. . . 231, pi(1-pp)

singularity) e Z Aswunsnguesdlulninusumuanudvesdadanal lng Z =M — P, M fio centered genotypes (1t -1, 0,

relationship matrix) #ia31991138n15u5NT83 VanRaden (2008) 108 G = 0.95 +0.05A,, (feflvznandosiam

way 1 Mdumunuved AA, Aa, uay aa, MUa1U), P Aemnudvesdadadnsu SNPs i (p;) Tureduyiyl | Auansmiu 2(p; — 0.5),
e p; AvANuDveIdaaaNladd i kaz m A TI1UIUVDY SNPs V191

ATULANANTENIN Ay, UaE G DIUAATUMANEMARATIAITANSN W AulilauysalveaiuguseTa anuianain

vouiugUsedR nisimundlulndaligndes uazaunmvetlulndnlid envihliAnanuuanddang1d dwaliiianisiiond

q

o v -

vaaAugnIsualundmivdnindenedulos wendnfeslaymiaing1d uazAluANeARvaIN1T convergence F4HN15AMUA

¥ v
a

Umin (w) Tiun Az2 wezlunmsimsigidesiuivmtnees w = 0.50 TrAeaRtesiiosanAmduyusyansnisanaey (regression

coefficients, b) U84 de-regressed EBV 111na 1 Fsdamnuivungauiulsssnsnane

nsAasvidaya

1. N15UsENR9AUTENaUAMALUTUIIU KAZNITIUIEAINUGNTIX

a ¢

29AUTENOUAMNLUTUTINVOE N WL Anw19nTLATIERAIY RR-TOM wuuaufulagldyadayannun uagen

U
v v

aafUszneuAILUsUTILTIUssnallalulssnnsidnuilasgnlddmsuinneaiugnssunsly RR-TDM uag SS-RR-TOM  lag
19TUsASY AIREMLF90 tiaUseunaaenusenauanukysusiy warlaluswnsy BLUPFOO ialAdunIslaaawuuNas (mixed

model equation, MME) (Misztal et al., 2018) AMUUUTUTILTBIAINABIALAT D UAINNTYIINE (prediction error variance,
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PEV) wasduszAninisonnosuuuduazdunnildmennniurosuninddudneres MME 91nTUsunsy BLUPFOO A1ugnssa
vosdniudazmazgniniauennandnd 305 Ju lneesfusnssuil 305 Ju e vuaansaruvesiiugnssuseninafuluu i
5 f9 305 dwiudnuarUsnaunslinardntiuunuisnisues Jamrozik et al. (1997) dwsudnumsiUesifudesdusznoy
Y1 (FP, PP way PT) maimﬂuaaﬂ'wﬁuqﬂiiuiusaUﬂWiiﬁuuazgﬂLmuﬁﬁmea?ﬁ'a

AgnsIugNIsude iU (h2) dmsudnuaurdunanshinandnuiug wazdnuazesidudesdussnautiug Auald

The

A9

h2 = %a) (4)

o‘é(d)+a,21tm+0'§(d)+o§
a 2 2 < ' . ) a v
WD g4y W8T 0p(q) bUANULUTUTIULAZAMUKYIUTIUIW ((colvariances) NINUFNTIU WALAIINADULUUDIT
dmiunsiaziu muasu

' o

A1dnTIUgnITLdmSuanwarUSTuansiinandnuiug wazdnvuziesidudesdusznautiug 7 305 U (hdsq)

€

Aulansil:

~2 14
g, o YY) a t% a °

hpsy = —————C%L —, dusuanwazUsuansiinanantiuy (5)

3Olo'htm+0'a(305)+0'p(305)+3010'e

~2 v
g, ° o @ I3 I3 I3 °

R3psy = (—722% dmsudnuaziUesidudesusynouinuu (6)

Ghtm+Ua(305)+Up(305)+Ue

e 62305408 62305 dMTUANBUEUTINAUNTWRARAAUILY [uAuLTUT ez AALYTUT T I eug N T
wardandounuuansisiuiusaus Sulvuui 5 89 305 audndu (Jamrozik and Schaeffer, 1997; Jakobsen et al, 2002)
AU 62305 48% 62305 dmsuesidudosduszneuti JuA1a110uUsUTILLaZ ANULUTUTIUT IV NTTY kay
awndeunuuaniadssousiuliuni 5 8 305 mudd

PEV wasAugnssadl 305 uazdumnuilsridues PEV vasduuszavinisannesuuudy uazdauussiuves LPs
(Mrode, 2014)

2. mMInsadeuiugnssuilundmiuwelaiiongdeios (MsuSsuiisuBmshueanlua RR-TDM fu SS-RR-
TDM)

nsAnwasatilivsziuanuaunsalunsvinueaiugnssudmsunelaniened ey lngldnisnsisaauauuiug)

[

fudeyaiianas (cross-validation) AnsvinunesiugnssuAeaadsveswousl (PA) Tu RR-TDM wagen GEBV lu SS-RR-TDM

Walain1snsIvaeu (validation bulls) afiarsananielanyuiiongdaleslugadeyafianasifiinnedeyadlulnd uazdie

AMULUUEIAINNTYINUNEAT EBY dmsulsazanuuzanyadoyananunuinni 75% wWelaiiviin1snsisaeuainuuiiugiil

=

TN 28 A7 faandly Table 3 TudduLsNUUALAIUIIAT EBV 71 305 YU d@1nsunelaiinn1snsiagaun1y RR-TDM Tagly

TOUATIVUA INUUILAINTOAIUAT de-regressed EBV (dEBV) dmsunialawsavsiilngldgnsves (VanRaden et al., 2009)

U

seluil

Qe

2e

dEBV = PA + 22V-PA ©)

dEBV
1n8?l R3ggy AoAMuLTaduesa EBV filisaunisatiuayu (contribution) 9ne1 EBV wdevaswows (parent average,

PA) Tage1 dEBV azgninunlfiduinaeisnnsgiulunisnsiagey antausidnune GEBY (Way PA) 7 305 Ju dwsunelafivh

NNATIABUUARLAIAIN SS-RR-TDM (wa RR-TOM) laelddeyaiianas lunsnageuanuanansalunsinneazldinast 3 4o
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Fasioludl Ao ANUILENTINGWY (theoretical accuracy, 1) ANNWINENTINIINTIVAOU (validation accuracy, 1) wazAuly
9ARYDINITVIIUY (unbiasedness of prediction, b)

AuutiugBmge] (r) Wurmarusiudvesdniudazivesdn GEBV (wag PA) 71 305 Ju fiduaadléann PEV
(Misztal and Wiggans, 1988):

PEV
ry = 1- = (8)
94(305)
= 2 3 ' ) a v & Vo v a = 3
W 04305 L‘UummmLLﬂiﬂiqUWﬂﬁwuqﬂiimwUizmzuvl,mmﬂ RR-TDM siaumdulsiunin 5 49 305 PEV 1Jua23
WUSUSIUVDIANUARNALAA BUIINASYINIUIBE NS UARTLAaL I LasuRavanwme FeruanlaainaAenia i deswesr1nINm
PABUNINTFIU (SEP?) 91nTUsKNsH AIREMLF0 (Misztal et al,, 2018) lngtanizagnedsdmnsunisiiangimelunanisannae
WUUE ANUWUTUTINYRIANARIAAAB AN SIS UdR TudazdaT | LasudazanuaznaInsIuEIs:
PEV, = z{CHl )
e z, WunAmesvad orthogonal covariates Mnendoatuilenddu LPs uaz €l iluwndosvaanisuniduves MME 91
gonmassnudvonaveslulnddmsudn |
AMULAUGNTINITATIERU (1) [DuAdudseansandniusveaiiesdu (Pearson correlation coefficient) s¥wing
dEBV way GEBV (1139 PA) MUTUMesINTIae9u8InuLiesiurad dEBV (RZggy) ALAAIRINANNITAIUET

corr(dEBV,GEBV or PA
r, = <= ) (10)

2
\’RdEBV
14

auliaafvaanisriaune (b) Wuadudszansnisanasefeuwinmulunanisanasaidadusal:
dEBV = p + b(GEBV or PA) + e (11)

N o

gl p Aegadn (intercept) Lay e ABAUARIAIARDU ANHUUTEANTNTaNRYNHAAINI waLEINTIT 1 Ui GEBY

q

(38 PA) 1A189iUa34 (inflation) uazAAUISe (deflation) AU MatinsAATILRnIeTBN1sUULTUABULAYY (SS-RR-TDM)

W szfinsanfiunishuinaesassdmivudasyatoyaniuarlififlulndvesula eSsuWisuransenuannsiidusiy

vawllasian1siueaAiugnIsuIluy

nan1sAnEILazINTal
Anady druidsauuannsgiu uazAsnswugnssy

Aade danudonuunsgiu uazAdnsiugnisy (Aedesetu uarluseunslviund 305 fuanmslneiay
Snwmwdae RRTDM) dwiudnvasmslinandntualuseunsliuuusnvesUssmnsiaudlineuandly Table 2 Avadaves
TD-MY, TD-FY, TD-PY, TD-TY, TD-FP, TD-PP wag TD-TP fiawyinAu 13.89 + 4.53 an. 0.49 + 0.20 nn. 0.44 + 0.14 An. 1.69 +
0.55 AN, 3.56 + 0.96 %, 3.13 + 0.39 % Ay 12.12 = 1.10 % swawiu Tasiluyadeyaiianasasidnadeveusasdnuny

S LY

In&iAesifugadoyaiomn drulsavunmsgruvsiasdnvasiimamiuwadntion Asnsiugnsslasaisss fuemn
Snwnreglusyumisuunans InsdnwaruTinanisinandniiu (0.21 - 0.36) Teganitesdussneuiiium 0.10 - 0.16)
uenniimdnstugnssmesinuarUiinunsliiaranihualusounsliund 305 futugeniadnsiugnsslnendedotu
vosdnuaziiaenndesiulnedeglurig 043 - 0.54

Asmsiugnasulnenderouiivssiduldvosimuu uazlUsiuganinlufudeaenndesiunavos Ben Zaabza et

al. (2018) TngianzegvBerdnsiugnssuvesUsinaniunlunisfinuiil (0.35) edimeglugag 0.17 fa 0.41 (iuan) IndiAes
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futaeiilasuanlauuieslede (0.32: 0.17 - 0.42; Gebreyohannes et al, 2016) waglausilve (0.36: 0.29 - 0.44; Buaban et
al,, 2020) ﬁiﬂé’miwﬂ’uqﬂsimimaLa?ism'ai’wfuﬁﬁwﬁwndwﬁwé’mﬁwﬁuqﬂsﬁuﬁ 305 Yu Fsavguilsenadunasnannsidamy
wsUsIuvesdnwaziinansoennesludnilaonissusutoyaluiunaasunarsduiinluibudeyad 305 Fuduiinifen
(Abdullahpour et al., 2013) aaﬁ"dizﬂausuaqmmﬁw,msﬁmamﬂLﬁummLLUiUiauﬂuaﬂmwmamLﬂ?{auﬂuaﬂmma‘ifwmamlﬁ
oghannmndvisnalulupamslienesililigninnsan fmowmguatiuaniunisaivesglennaiivarnvans nisidsuulasiu
Aawanden matansuagsruumslfemns wu lulssmelne dnvasiriuleiuluundadnifamlgwiotadomdrd lusa
FunpaouaglimuuUsusiuresmiunaaadewnnni wardnatugnssuiishnis Jymieanaddlaonsliundedoyalmd
Tuluinavesnsiasgy 19y aunmems Jse19esutenisiasuulaieluddng vieifsadestunisdnnisiuyadnii
AdeR ULy (Abdullahpour et al., 2013) mmLmﬂm'WUanﬂ'1é”mﬂﬁ’uﬁqﬂﬁuﬁm%’uﬁﬂwmw%mmmﬂﬁmamﬁmﬁgwm’lu
Mg enafumnanuuaniaweasznng Bmsiesedt luaiiunndeiu wagdvswafismegluluea (Machado
et al., 1999) ugnanimuuanaaaAnIINsEUUNslie IS uaraAlEnInATIoUluUsEmlne S snesueen
SnsmiugnssuiinssiuiuiudmivUinanslinandn siulaumesussmelveiimsnssasegimnginim uvasemsveny
dmsulaunisznaualrsnanaselanienisinuns 112Iwe e wazW1et1a Tuniawmiles A1anans azdusn uazaziueen
gy danduaiudlulssmalvesinsliomnsuuukendiuanniign neldssuunislferst inunansldomstugaunnss
fumuuuarauamussesveUTinldde uenaint leunsadsdulsadoudadeianimeiniaioutunasaiad fady
TaunFangngwdfudauiienslinandnneldmnuainaisvessssumavesszmelne 1senamanisalléinlausluundou

WARIANENINNIRUINTINNUANGSAY (Buaban et al., 2020)

Table 2 Mean, standard deviation (SD), average daily heritability estimates (h3), and 305-d heritability estimates (h3,s4)

of milk production traits in the data set used for genetic evaluation

Full data set Reduced data set

Traits' Unit Mean SD h? h3osq Mean SD
TD-MY kg 13.89 4.53 0.35 0.49 13.35 4.44
TD-FY kg 0.49 0.20 0.21 0.43 0.48 0.19
TD-PY kg 0.44 0.14 0.36 0.54 0.42 0.15
TD-TY kg 1.69 0.55 0.36 0.52 1.64 0.55
TD-FP % 3.56 0.96 0.10 0.10 3.58 0.91
TD-PP % 3.13 0.39 0.16 0.16 3.16 0.41
TD-TP % 12.12 1.10 0.15 0.15 12.16 1.08

ITD-MY =Test day-milk yield; TD-FY=Test day-fat yield; TD-PY=Test day-protein yield; TD-TY=Test day-total solid yield; TD-FP=Test day-fat
percentage; TD-PP=Test day-protein percentage; TD-TP=Test day-total solid percentage
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nsnsresauAugnTsudundwmiuvelafiangdelion

ANMUUIUGNT NG U]

Table 3 uansALRAEYDIANLILIUEUTINGUT (r) Y8 PA 910 RR-TDM wag Anugnssulagnsineaiugnssd
Tuy (GEBV) 971 SS-RR-TDM duiutsznnsfinsanaeuanuuuglnglddnumsusinmunsivinandaiiug uasesddszneay
thunt 305 u Fedunuannshueaniugnssuilusfeiimaanoesuuuduiiinsandoyaiiulndnnwelrosaien ua

Mnvavialakazuila

Table 3 Averages (SD) of theoretical accuracies of parent average (PA) from the pedigree-based RR-TDM and genomic
estimated breeding value (GEBV) from SS-RR-TDM for the validation bulls using 305-d milk production and milk
components, which were calculated from random regression methods considering gsenotype of only bulls and

bulls and cows in genomic evaluation

Traits" No. of validation bulls PA GEBV
Only Bulls Bulls and Cows

e I Gain” I Gain
305-d MY 28 0.51(0.11) 0.71 (0.04) 0.20 0.73 (0.04) 0.22
305-d FY 23 0.48(0.12) 0.70 (0.04) 0.22 0.72 (0.04) 0.24
305-d PY 28 0.51(0.11) 0.71 (0.04) 0.20 0.73 (0.04) 0.22
305-d TY 28 0.50(0.11) 0.71 (0.04) 0.20 0.73 (0.04) 0.23
average-FP 9 0.43(0.15) 0.68 (0.05) 0.25 0.69 (0.05) 0.26
average-PP 25 0.48 (0.11) 0.70 (0.04) 0.22 0.72 (0.04) 0.24
average-TP 27 0.48(0.11) 0.70 (0.04) 0.22 0.72 (0.04) 0.24
Mean 0.48 0.70 0.22 0.72 0.24

Y305-d MY=305-d milk yield; 305-d FY=305-d fat yield; 305-d PY=305-d protein yield; 305-d TY=305-d total solid yield; average-FP=average
fat percentage; average-PP=average protein percentage; average-TP=average total solid percentage
“Ty= theoretical accuracy

¥Gain= 1 of GEBV - I of PA

Al dmguilunsineeiugnssdlumndnsasifnsanilulndiainielagiaien uazain vawela
wazuallawSsudiouiu PA fiAniiudu (cain) Tneedewinfu 0.22 uaz 0.24 wiaUszanadovay 46 uay 50 Auasu Tneaan
wiugndmnuiiuiulneade 0.02 9a vieusznadesar 9.10 Wovhuneawiugnasudluy (GEBY) nglddoyailulndainii
welauazwilaSsuifisuiuanunisaliiivielaifissegnaien

[ [ Ao [

AU NTINguwansaiuluauAdasiiugnssuvesusiaran vy dnuaeNlidniugnssugs (MY, PY uag TY)
efianuuiugndmgufgeiuannnindnvugfidaiugnssua (FP, PP uway TP) sgdlsinudnuaeifiddnsiugnssuend
wwaltufazlasumnuwldugndmguidmsunisyiueaiugnssuiluninundulowSeuiioudu PA naveInIsiiuaIy

LL:u'us‘hL%amwﬁa?m%’mqﬂé’ﬂwmzaamﬂﬁaaﬁ’umiﬁﬂmgu 9 (VanRaden et al,, 2009; Ding et al., 2013; Jattawa et al,, 2016;



ununws 49 atiufl 4: 984-1001 (2564)./doi:10.14456/kaj.2021.xx 994

Oliveira, 2019b) Faflmpraifsrtosivuinndeyaiifoglu MVE fafunssmerdeyadlundududnundedoyanddunis
MWIEATUINTTU GEBY A3 SS-RR-TDM lkiaruuiugnmguifistuiowsouiiousu PA fildain RR-TOM Taeitld
ANULIUENTINEYHVOI GEBV '1711]33Lﬁulé‘i,UH’liﬁﬂwﬂﬁajSui:ﬁﬁUihuﬂa’NadEjﬁ (0.68 - 0.73) Fufegtostunisanasuesdiend
yo9n1viung (PEV) lesanmsldisnsuuuduneuden uasinasiildlunsidendninmidilueglulssunissds uas
Uszrnsfinnaou fiflenuusiugngs navesmsinunifuandiifufeauduiusiitssrianuusgndmeed uazadng
Wugnssu AnvaiyAdaiugnsusazian EBY vie GEBV Aiauauusiudiiasnndeaiiu Luan at al. (2009) Tulewsdundly
nauUszmAuasAn dmsy FP Aiflienuuiusidmguidmniniudomndsaniugnssuiishnt uaeiidaidunudosninlu
wesnd 6 WleFeuiisuudnwazdy q fasveufileyalunsviuneiiinnules wesluiinsuiuiimiduiadeiinase
ATULILEIRa EBY o GEBV Aosuuteyaillulndvesdnume (Hayes et al, 2009) lumsinwiadsiisruaudeyaillulnd
Tlunsyhusaniugnssudmsy P dutesnindnumzdu q Suilianuusiugues EBY uie GEBY dwfu FP #ldsind

fnuadzdu 9

AMULLUENTININTIRERY

Table 4 uanarnladsvesnuusiugFnsnsIaaeuvesAladeious (PA) 990 RR-TOM uazAniugnssulagnis
yuneeugnasnlus (GEBY) 99 SS-RR-TDM dmsuuszrnsfinmaaouarmutusilnelddnuvasuinanislinandntiu
uazesdUsznauthund 305 Yu fekumnmnmahuweaniugnsadluudeisnisonnesuuuduiiiansandeyadlulndanwe
Trethaiien wazaniwelauazuslla Tngilusinitaewesnnuidesiuadeves dEBV (CdEBV,eny) yoswelafingIvaeud UL
azdnwazaylutig 0.84 fs 0.88 dwiudnwaznislinandniug Fsiuunliufiaenadesmuaidnaiugnssudmivusiay
SNy (é’ﬂwmgﬁﬁmé’mwﬁ’uqﬂiiuﬁqm’hﬂ”’u%ﬁm ANLiLg1genT) AnuutiugBsnnsnsnaeuituszdiulsidmiu GEBY
Tagld SS-RR-TOM flegendndivszidiulag PA Tagld RR-TOM lunndnuaigiidnw anuusiugndanismsadeues PA fido
Tuv29 0.06-0.34 way GEBV froglutag 0.12-0.39 uay 0.22-0.40 dAwsumslddayailulnianvelasgiadien uazanvise
Tauazuslla nudiu aruududiiimanseaeuiiiivgduidolinnesisag SSRRTDM anmislideyailulndainsielase
e wazandiawelauazuaila dewSeudisuiu RR-TOM dufldlasiadeifisitu 0.06 uaz 0.13 90 wiodsvanaiesas 33.30
way 72.2 iy (Table 4) Inganuusiugndanmsnsaaeuiutulaeiade 0.07 90 ievunee GEBY Tagldoyailulnd

InNanelakazkilAUSsuisuiuan USSR nelALeIDg 1R
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Table 4 Validation realized accuracies of parent average (PA) from the pedigree-based RR-TDM and genomic estimated
breeding value (GEBV) from SS-RR-TDM for the validation bulls using 305-d milk production and milk
components, which were calculated from random regression methods considering genotype of only bulls and

bulls and cows in genomic evaluation

Traits"” No. of validation bulls T4EBY mean PA GEBV

Only Bulls Bulls and Cows

ry” Iy Gain” Iy Gain

305-d MY 28 0.87 0.24 0.31 0.07 0.37 0.13
305-d FY 23 0.87 0.15 0.18 0.03 0.33 0.18
305-d PY 28 0.87 0.22 0.28 0.06 0.31 0.09
305-d TY 28 0.87 0.11 0.18 0.07 0.27 0.16
average-FP 9 0.88 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.22 0.16
average-PP 25 0.84 0.34 0.39 0.05 0.40 0.06
average-TP 27 0.85 0.15 0.25 0.10 0.25 0.10
Mean 0.86 0.18 0.24 0.06 0.31 0.13

Y305-d MY=305-d milk yield; 305-d FY=305-d fat yield; 305-d PY=305-d protein yield; 305-d TY=305-d total solid yield; average-FP=average
fat percentage; average-PP=average protein percentage; average-TP=average total solid percentage

Z/FdEBVmean: the average of the square root of the reliability of de-regressed proof for validation bulls (dEBV)

*1y= validation accuracy

“Gain=r,, of GEBV-TI,, of PA

nssanerteyadluslunisviuneAsiusnssudluude SS-RRTDM LiiNALLILELTINIATINEBUYEI GEBY d1miy
\Rouyndnwaizoradumse GEBV Siilsfadoulunsduiiegns Mendelian wazindnd H 1@eulesdn ifisialulnduslufily
Indfudn Al undusdilulnd 5’?3‘?ﬂ’]il,%amiw\humaﬁ’uﬁjﬂiﬁa (Garcia et al, 2018) FatmdadunsUsyanameufsy
matugnIsuvesdnifiengdeiesfadulsdleniinnnindedisudu PA madunuiiaenadasuiinsnulunsinumdun Tngld
Brswvuiuneudriunioutuselnaluiunaaeumsaanosuuugunasseumsliunlumsiueaiugnssydluveda
unAundlunguuszimauesin (Koivula et al, 2015) uagnsvhuieatugnssuiluwuuassiunevlulalsadlativeaueuin
(Oliveira et al, 2019b) usfidnAuusiugrsniy Jadeddaivildmauudugiinisnsedeuresnsinumasabunniieen
nsfnwdutiu Tiun nsfivssrnsdrdaunain uaresdusenovlumivesuladnlvaifinnuusiusivestoyaitlulndsny

wolpnaaeuluruiummeaeugnvauluussmaniauug?

anulsianRvasn1sinung
Table 5 wanrduusyansnisannssduiusiv@inauluiionfivesnisviueeadsvaaanyd (PA) Ineld RR-TDM

warARugNIsuTlun (GEBV) lagld SS-RR-TDOM dwsudssvinsfingivaeulaglddnuusuiunanmsiinaninuiug uas
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oadUsznauthumdl 305 Yu diunmanisnisannesuuuduiiinnsandoyailulndanvielregtafien uazanianelauazusila

lunmsvinngeniugnssudluy

Table 5 Regression coefficients (b;) and standard error (SE) of parent average (PA) from the pedigree-based RR-TDM and
genomic estimated breeding value (GEBV) from SS-RR-TDM for the validation population using 305-d milk
production and milk components, which were calculated from random regression methods considering

genotype of only bulls and bulls and cows in genomic evaluation

Traits" No. of PA GEBV

validation bulls Only Bulls Bulls and Cows

b, SE b, SE b, SE

305-d MY 28 0.23 0.21 0.45 0.31 0.47 0.27
305-d FY 23 0.19 0.31 0.33 0.45 0.58 0.42
305-d PY 28 0.18 0.18 0.32 0.26 0.35 0.24
305-d TY 28 0.21 0.21 0.43 0.31 0.45 0.27
average-FP 9 0.19 1.36 0.48 1.36 0.48 1.66
average-PP 25 0.54 0.38 0.67 0.39 0.75 0.43
average-TP 25 0.30 0.38 0.44 0.42 0.39 0.46
Mean 0.26 0.45 0.50

Y305-d MY=305-d milk yield; 305-d FY=305-d fat yield; 305-d PY=305-d protein yield; 305-d TY=305-d total solid yield; average-FP=average

fat percentage; average-PP=average protein percentage; average-TP=average total solid percentage

mumdnnaudmduUszansnisonneslndides 1 s ilunmsvimeamuuansenetugnssussrinadn il
oAfLIN AdUsEAVENNIANREEYDY PA ﬁwﬁunﬂé’ﬂwmsm'ﬂﬁmaNamﬁﬂum fidneglutng 0.19 - 0.5¢ Tuvaeiandussansnis
anneBUas GEBY Hraglutag 0.32 - 0.67 uag 035 — 0.75 dmiumslideyadlulndainielretnaden uazaniiaelauazusl
Talunsviuneaniugnssadlug mugiau Tumsinuedsi dwsudnuasnslinanantiund adulseaninsonnosvoia
GEBV waw PA inin 1 edsdhawiwedlddugaiuads dealinisvunsasiugnssuvesgnlatuldiiueiadlodsutiunis
uanseanvasgnlawariulusuien uregslsfinuaduussaninisanaosdléain SSRRTDM vesdnuanslnandntu

Ingwadedandlng 1 11nn31 RR-TDM 9nuan1sfneiusdinnisilasundasnsiuneuuunaiulagldiuguss 1 (PA) undu

s
a a

nsviuneetugnssadlug (GEBY) aztheifiuauusiudilunmsdszanuaniugnssaliity Wewieuileuaduszaninng
09NDEYRY GEBV fiUszanallalunsinwiunisAnuay q 38R (Koivula et al, 2015; Baba et al,, 2017) uagiifinis
Ufvmnadiesimiunindaruduiusilug (6) wasweindanuduiuimeiususy R (A) Feiliealieafigeiuruioity
(Christensen et al., 2012; Koivula et al., 2015) Lwimiﬁﬂmﬁﬁﬁwmu%’a;ﬂaLﬁaaaﬂﬂW@IﬂﬁTﬂummnaaaummLszué’wﬁaa AN
FuUszansmsonnosves GEBV fiuszanalldislilndifeatu 1 mnUsvanstnsderiivunalngiuezdmalianuwiugluns
yneifistu wezanunsodiuaulieadld Tnssiuuda SS-RR-TOM fusyansnminiendt RR-TOM Tundemuusugidmeus]
A nTsnsnsiadeu wavanulilend §uUszansnisanasy, by) liwa RR-TDM Tioyaiugusyin et ugALE

UugnANfiganNUANRUSINTuEUsE TR (A) seninedniudazia lana SS-RR-TOM ldtoyadlunsiuie dsuaauudugnla
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WLTUNNIIINIANUFURUTNIBTUINTTY (G) NLTUTENINTRTUsavduaraInaAuTenleuuliaunaveuas oaNIeN1
#ugn3su (linkage disequilibrium, LD) wanaindnisldiunsng H lu SS-RR-TOM Wiguwiriunisimuedlulndnmeluvesdnd
wiiagniilulnduslaiiteyadlulnd uagviligndeyadiadivuinlngdu fsly SS-RR-TDM Fdlvindnuusiug gty uwandli
RN 1% v ax & = % =T o o v % & a '
Wiwdnsld GEBY #ilaandsnmsuuutuneuieismiglinanisannssiuuduiadumnisvineiidilndannuduasannniuag
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