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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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UNANgYa: msﬁwmamﬁuﬁniiuﬁiuuimEJ’L%%%‘ﬂmLUUﬂiTyumauLﬁm (single-step genomic BLUP, ssGBLUP) lgiuanslwisinuing
Usy amamwmmnﬁmm‘uwmmumau LLamﬁamemmaaamaqawmym'ﬂmamammuumaiummumaaumimaaa
WUUga (random regression test-day model, RR-TDM) fidofitaaunitunady i mﬁmamﬂummmﬂs asfiioUsidiu
mmmmiﬂumimmmwwuqﬂiiumaaaﬂwmum'ﬂmawammumimsﬂmﬁmmuwumaumsnmsﬂuma'sumaaumimaaa
wuudy (single-step random regression test-day model, SS-RR-TDM) \Wisulsuiuisnsuwuusaialae RRTOM luuszwns
Iﬂmﬂma LLawﬂﬂmwaﬂimumﬂmﬂwauaﬂuimmmLLuImmamsmmEJmwuﬁﬂiimiummmuwaiﬂwm&Jmuaa Yntoyaves
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 dmdudnvarUinnahuniidou 876 f uardnvaresiussnoutuuiisiuiu 868 & \ndeya
lugramnUgaving LLauamm%mnaaummLLuummM‘umMLﬂuwaiﬂmlmmaﬂm’ﬂwmmauamnmwau 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 GH wmuLLuuawmmﬁmmaaumeuaﬂimmaaa 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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nsiheatugnssndunieddlefiddydniulilunsindfunasdndendainmaiugnssulu wnunnsuiudgaius
SuagitldnanandnlugudaluidunuiagUsvasdvssnsuiudseiug Tasnmednuaenslinaramiufadudnumsddy
maasgiafianadensinilsesnnidsdau Tauuiifnslivandmhundviuwiinu waeamunmianuduiuslaenss
fuseléiianntu (Seegers et al., 2003) ﬁﬂwmzﬁﬂuﬁﬂwmsﬁmuamﬁa&ngmagj (polygenic traits) Aildsunansznuaniade
waneUsEnis warvanedu dausarduiinansenuidniiesdonisuanieonuesdnuny (Snelling et al., 2013) N15USUUTIAIUNT
damsuazlarunns nieusumsdaideniugnasuetraduduaunsafiunsndaihuald lundusndnvasnslinaniuuding
v‘hmEJﬁwﬁuqﬂiiuuuﬁugmmaqé’ﬂwmmmmmaaﬂLLuuazauImaiﬁﬁuLmaiaumﬂﬁuu (lactation model, LAM) ufiatlagdu
nsvhuneaugnsIuvesdnyardnanlijaiuluiinisldlieafunageunisnanesuuugu (random regression test-day
model, RR-TDM) Faifuluinafiannsnesuistiadomaiugnasuuasmsaninundouimuafidnansznudeniaiudsuntas
Toyailulvdveailalalnensiduwiasiunaaeunaensyeznisliug (Oliveira et al., 2019a) EIENTYINUNEAIRUGNTTURUY
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3
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based selection) dawal#n1syiuted1 EBV sae RR-TOM flauusiugrgenindesiouiisudu LAM #3e38nsmsafindug
(Kisternaker, 1997; Buaban and Sanpote, 2010) pgndlsfinuimsiifnsditosfalunislénuegtne wu lunisdndendn il
uluainguszasdsinldszozinaiun uazldnad lunmssuiiusnldimuimmhveanaluladiluy dwalvinissiuun
Toyavesnuiuwlsneiugnssuluseauiianilelnd v3e single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) vasdiisefianinsasil
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
Tnsiawiglulauuiiiaanudisslunstaulunasyssma Wy Usemaansseiuing wauian ansverandng drfuaud
podAsIaY NuAd lwsosuaus wosuil wavUsumaaunuiuie (Silva et al, 2014) msfmdensedluuidofnasegaile
Wisuifufunisdaidenuuunai 1wy ffneamlunsifiuauinomthmeiugnssuvesdnvasiidfgymaasugiadmiula
unluusiasdifisiu (Doublet et al, 2019) shuaruuiugilunisvhueeitusnssy wavandiegannisfiaunsadadonious
siuglauuldlurnefidsldidoyavosgnan (Hayes et al, 2009) fvildlugrsfuresdindnt uioursnfsnouiidnissin
uenniimafadendeilusamsoanfuyulunsamieiusiffueiwnnilesuiuusunsunmasougnaiuuusai
TagiluBmsieasiugnssudlunansouddldiduassussianmdn: FEnsuuumanetunou (multi-step approach) wae
wuudumewiien (single-step approach) IneiSuuudumeuiien (single-step genomic BLUP, ssGBLUP) iJu3ansitlésunina
Heululagiu Lagiifefniisnsviuenuuanstuneu (Misztal et al, 2020) iipsannanansaviunedasadalulnd waylads
Tulndvounldlunanfioatuldioun ananududeulumaiid uazdoailunisviuedesas uenanidisnmsuuutunen
Fenddlfmevunefifauusiumniu wasdnuantifiannsoldimiu RRTOM dwiudnwazmslinandniusiddoys
saLifodlél (Kang et al,, (2017) anmisfnuneunthiluandlmisiuinnisvuneaiugnssulneisnisuuutunoudisrneluaatu
NAFDUNNINANBELUA (single-step random regression test-day model, SS-RR-TDM) fimundululdiiaglfnruusiugiann
u uaziloaRvasnsyinuetiasas (Oliveira et al., 2019b) msﬁ']mEJﬁwﬁ’uqﬂiima‘l’m%ué’ﬂwmsmﬂﬁwawﬁmﬁwuaﬂ,uﬂizmﬂl‘ma
ddnimeluladFanmnsdnUadng naudadng Idsuiunisde RRTDM lagldtoyailulndsfudeyaiususy Randoud
2556 (naUednd, 2556) warlutiagsuldfinmusudoyadlulndomimeRusiiunsigadsmeonimaaeugnan uazanus
1a FsvnnfinsuaunausenIng RR-TOM 1Ay ssGBLUP (SS-RR-TDM) Tumsvinnensiugnssu thazifiuauusiug uasiiond
yasnsvhwetesas wavdwarilinudnialunsuiulssiudlavuvesssmaduldegnming sdslsinululszmalned
wortugArunsnaasufedeyavesgnaliuintgn mafindeyadlulndvesuiwusiidteyafilulndsilunsiued

Wugnssuunuiagldilulndvesienugiietegaieagyilinsinuneaiugnssudlundianuindeionnu Asiunside
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ATt TngUszasAliioUsediuanuanansatunmsvihneaiugnssuvesanvauensikandaiuulegldisnsuuutunausien

melumaiunaaaunisanaesluugu (SS-RR-TDOM) wWisuiisuiuisnisuuuasiulag RR-TOM Tuuszmnslauulne wasfnw

HansenuNNIsiiteyadlulndveuladensvineaiugnssuilundmivielaienyduley
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2 nn. setuduussingulun1sufon drwemsmeruilisenousie warluansou W11 wazveumdeaInnIsnens

UN9EIU DIAUTENDUVDIAIUNANVRIDMNSTUT UL TUAUNS auluiasd uazs1A1 agralsAnIunisTIawAaue I suenuLu

]
v

SosingAluggruniuazggieu wazinuasnsdesdevguiamienisdna nieiunisldensns TMR (Total Mixed Ration) e
Complete Ration (CR) Faifupmmsnandisaguiitinainnisiiomnety uazemnstusmanilusasduiinga
doyanlulvl uazWugusein

Foyalutunaaousieifiou (monthly test-day records) veausilauslusoumsliuundausninaongnszuinaion
wAdne 2536 Aadeuiiunay 2560 angrudeyalauuvesdrinmeluladfinmmsadnuadad nsuuadnd uaziiiolldyn
Toyaifanumnzaslunsieszsiadlinsieaudeyanmiteulvves Buaban et al. (2020) Foyafiiiunisnsivaeundins
Bonindugadoyaiiavun (full data set) deiifoyaluiunnaeuisd 2560 doyalufunnaoulsznaude 7 dnvag: Usinaniiu
(milk yield, MY, nn.) Usunalasiu (fat yield, FY, nn.), Usunadlusiiu (protein yield, PY, nn.) USinasvesudaiavn (total solid
yield, TY, nn.) wWesidusnluiu (fat percentage, FP, % ) weasidunlusiu (protein percentage, PP, %) waviuasidunvaauds
favan (total solid percentage, TP, %) iilgliitoyafanumnzaulunisiinsegi uaniesanlutunaaeuifeafuuisdnune
laifinstudin §iTeauusdnungnislinandniusi@nwesenidu 2 ngu: dnvarUiuuthug (MY) uasdnvurosduszney
whua (FY, PY, TV, FP, PP uaz TP) InengudnuaisuSinamuufiswau 170,666 Toya (24,858 ) uasngudnuazesdusenoy
hunfidoya 160,526 deya (23,201 ) Tnsyndeyaildluuiasnguardudounduiususy Rludsautaeganudlefindeya
dmsunmsnmaoutielafienyilion {idvardoasieuyadeyaidu 2 an Ao yndeyatimun uazgadoyaiianas (reduced data

[ =

set) Invyadayaiansizdoteglugiuiugnssuiiediu yadeyaianasgniauninyadeyanmunlaedadeyaluiunaasuluyis

=

wnlgnvneeeniiieseanislinelaiiengddosiildnga (validation of young bulls) lifideyaillulndvesgnan dalugndeyall

Jeilfeyaluiunegeudisl 2554 wenanivislafiongdulosildnsiraeudsiesiinuudugiainnisiunedl EBY dwmsuusaz

anvazAINYAtayaviavANINnI 75%

Foyadlulnd

Toyailulniildannisduundeyavesmnuduutsmaiugnssuluseduianalolnd (SNPs) A28 llumina
BovineSNP50 BeadChip (Illumina Inc., San Diego, CA, USA) Mduneddu 2 (@§1uru 54,609 SNPs) %30 1osdu 3 (duau
53,218 SNPs) Tneidonld SNPs Mniloufuisananosdu $1u2m 50,908 SNPs LURuNIsAIUANAMINN FeRa1sadie call rate
> 0.9 dmsura SNPs uazIlundns MAF (minor allele frequency) > 0.05 N1509N3MNaNAA Hardy-Weinberg (A11UANATS
sEieemdiinan e waganudiidans) < 0.15 mavaaeuAudaudssErinsgrisusignyay (parent-progeny conflict) ag
TUsunsu PREGSF90 (Misztal, 2018) leianllunisaiuaunmnin SNPs uagfiiee13 18ndi1nn1saiuauamnIn §pdmie

& ol

Foya SNPs dwsuldlunsinseidnuan 41,977 uag 41,975 SNPs andnindidlulnddiuu 876 uay 868 A1 dmsudnuay

v '
o =

USinauug uagdnuazesdusenautiug aua1iu Meazidenvesnteyariauaiililunsfinuniuanslily 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 Tunaildfanuadeadstuililumsinnesniugnssmesnsuladad (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

aAneBALTIved Legendre polynomials (LPs) ideuaglunguitug-nquengiinaen h ilunnesvesdninaduiiiesnin ¢e-J-

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
77"

. . . 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

v

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. n15UsTaaRIRUsTNauUAMULYSUTIU LLaznﬂiwﬁuﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁuqnsiM

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. mMsnsraseUALgnIETundwmiuvislaflengtios (nsuUSeuliisuiBnisviuneantina RR-TOM fu SS-RR-TDM)
nsfnwadsilfvssiiunnuansalumahueaiugnssudmsuneladifersdaios Taeldnisasaaouauusiug

[

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

Wolafivin13nsIvaeu (validation bulls) agfiansananielaninienydiesluynteyananamianztoyailulnd uavie

ANULHUE11INNTYIUEAT EBY dmsuudazdnuuzanyatayanianunuinnin 75% wWelanvinn1snsisaeundnusiugiil

=2

F1uUD 28 1 Aawandbu Table 3 TudAuwsniuazAwInA EBV 7 305 u dnsunelafivinnisnsiadauniy RR-TDM lagld

v
o °

Qe

ToYANIVUA IINUUILAINTOAIUAT de-regressed EBV (dEBV) dmsuvialausassiilagldgnsves (VanRaden et al., 2009)
Tasialuil
dEBV = PA + 224 @)
Riesv

10671 R%ggy AoAnadiesiuvasen EBV filsisaunisatiuayy (contribution) 9901 EBV 1ndguamieu (parent average,
PA) Tngdn dEBY axgnusrlfifunasiunnsgnilunisnstadey sndusiduime GEBY (uag PA) i 305 fu dmsunelaiivh
n13MTIEBULAALAIAN SS-RR-TOM (waz RR-TOM) Taelideyaiianas lunsnaaeumuanunsalumsvuneasldinus 3 fe
Fareluil Ao ANUNUENTIMEWE (theoretical accuracy, ry) ANWILETININTINEOU (validation accuracy, 1) wazAduli

9ARYDINTITVINUNY (Unbiasedness of prediction, b)
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AuuaiugnBmgul (r) WWuaanuwiugvesdniusaziivesr GEBY (wag PA) 7 305 u fiswanildann PEV
(Misztal and Wiggans, 1988):

PEV

(8

re= [1—=
t ‘75(305)
= 2 3 ' o a 1% & Vo v a = o
W 04305 L‘UummmLLﬂiﬂiqUWﬂﬁwuqﬂiimwUizmzuvl,mmﬂ RR-TDM siaumduliunin 5 49 305 PEV 1Jua23
WUSUSIUVDIANUARIALAA DUIINATYINUIBE IS UER TLAaZ A1 Lasunavanwae FeruulaanAenia i desvosnInIm
LPRBUNINTZIU (SEP?) A nlUsunss AIREMLF90 (Misztal et al., 2018) lngianizegededmsunsiinszvinelinanisonnes
WUUE ANUWUTUTINYRIANARIAAABUAINM SIS UdR TudazdaTl | LazudazanwagnaInsIuEIs:
PEV, = z{CHl 9
e z, WuAmesvas orthogonal covariates Mnedoaiuilendu LPs uaz €l iuwngosraanisuniduves MME 91

danmapanudnsnaveadulnddnsudnd i

£ o o o

AMULLUENTINTATIERU (r,) [ DuAduUseancanduiusveaiiesdu (Pearson correlation coefficient) S¥wina

dEBV way GEBV (1138 PA) NUTUMesINIaaduaIniialiuyad dEBV (REggy) AHAAIRNINANNITAIUETS
corr(dEBV,GEBV or PA)

ry = (10)
JRaEBv
anulieaivasnsinng (b) Wurduussansnisonneefiduiunalinanisannssidadudisl:
dEBV = p + b(GEBV or PA) + e (11)

N Y a

1l 1 A0YAAA (intercept) Wag e ABAUAATIALATOU ANFUUTEANTNTAANRENTAININTY UALEINTT 1 UsTIN GEBV

q

o v

v
1Y ]

(W38 PA) diMgaiuai (inflation) uagdiuase (deflation) muadu NInTiAT1EAeIsN1sUULTURDULAYY (SS-RR-TDM)

W szfinsanfiunishuinassassdmivudasyatoyaniuarlififlulndvesulla eSeuiisuransenuannsiidusiu

vawllasian1siueaAiugnIsuIluy

nan1sANwIazIATal
Anade drudonuunnsgiu uazA1dasIwugnssy

Aade danidonuunigiu uazAdnsiugnssy (Aedeseiu uarluseunsliund 305 uanmslinneifa
Snwnirdae RR-TDM) dwisudnuaenslinananiualusounsliuusnresusssinslausineuandly Table 2 Aadovos
TD-MY, TD-FY, TD-PY, TD-TY, TD-FP, TD-PP wag TD-TP dAwvifu 13.89 + 4.53 An. 0.49 + 0.20 nn. 0.44 + 0.14 nn. 1.69 +
0.55 AN, 3.56 + 0.96 %, 3.13 + 0.39 % Ay 12.12 = 1.10 % swawiu Tasiluyadeyaiianasasidnadeveusasdnuny
Tn&iAsiugndeyarinmn dudsuvunsguressardnuusdianuiuwadntos Adnsugnsslasadone Turesmn
Snwnreglusyiumasunans InednwaruTinanisinandetiu (0.21 - 0.36) Teganitosdussnauiiiug (0.10 - 0.16)
uaﬂmﬂffm5@1iwﬂ’uqﬂiimaqé’ﬂwmxﬁuwmﬂWﬂ,ﬁ’mam5mﬁmﬂusaumﬂﬁuuﬁ 305 '?uﬁ?uqﬂﬂdwmé’mwﬂ’uqﬂiiﬂmma?{wiai’u
vosdnuaziiaenndesiulnedeglurig 043 - 0.54

Asmsiugnasulnenderouiivssiduldvosimuu uazlUsiuganinlufudeaenndesiunavos Ben Zaabza et
al. (2018) lnslanzegnaderndnsiugnssumesUimainalunisini 0.35) dedidrogluga 0.17 f 041 (luans) Tndifes
Futafilesuanlaumeslads (0.32: 0.17 - 0.42; Gebreyohannes et al,, 2016) wazlauulng (0.36: 0.29 - 0.44; Buaban et

al,, 2020) AdnsriugnIsulaeRdeseTuludAAINIIAIERTINENTINN 305 Tu Ssanmsmilsonalunanininnisidnaig
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wsUsImvesdnyniinanseanasludnilasnsnunudeyaluiunaaounarstuiinluifudeyad 305 Sutuiinfen
(Abdullahpour et al., 2013) serUszneuvesruiuLUsiannsaiiumuuUsunuvesnnunainnaeuveduina funaaouls
oghannmndvisnalulupamslienesililigninnsan fowmguatiuaniunsaivesglennaiivarnvans naidsuulasiu
Aawanden matansuagsruumslfewns wu lulssmelne dnvasiriuleiuluundadnifalgwiotadomdrd luea
FunpaouazlimuuUsusiuresmiunaaadewnnni wardnatugnssuiishnis Jymieanaddlaonsliundedoyalm
Tuluinavesmsiasgy 19y aunmems Jse19esurenisiasuulaieluidng viefsadestunisdnnisiugadnii
Ad1BfuNINTU (Abdullahpour et al., 2013) AuLANANYEIAISAT LN A WS AN varUSIMM s anAnT ey
nsfnwisneg o1 dumzaNLAneweIlszvIng FBnTins1est Tuieaiiunnsnaiy wagdvswadisauegluluaa (Machado
et al, 1999) ugnanimuuanseaAnIINsEUUNslie T uaraLAlEnInATIoUluUsEmAlne S saesuee
dasmiugnssuiinsaiuirududmsuuTnunslinandn vhiulauuvesusemealneiinsnszasegionnafinig uwndse ey
dmsulaunisznaualrsnanaselanienisinuns 119Iwe w1 wazW1et1a Tuniawmiles A1anans azduan uazaziueen
gy danduaiudlulssmalvesinsliomnsuuukendiuanniign neldssuunislferst inunansldomstugaunnss
fumuUFnuazamn eI wIvEUiivldie uenand launduisdulsaFeudadsdanmeiniaseutunaeniied felu
TaunSanenewdiuiuiienslinandnneldmnuainaievessssumavestsemelne 151enamanisallsinlausluundou

WARIANENINNIRUINTINNUANGNSAY (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
AU NTINg U]

Table 3 uansALRAEYDIANLILIUEUTINGUT (r) Y8 PA 910 RR-TDM wag Anugnssulagnsineaiugnssd
Tuy (GEBV) 971 SS-RR-TDM duiutsznnsfinsanaeuanuuuglnglddnumsusinmunsivinandaiiug uasesddszneay
thunt 305 Fu Fednuannmshueaniugnssuilusdeiimaanoesuuuduiiinsandeyailulndnnwelrogaifie 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
whigndmguiiiintulnende 002 90 vieussinadosas 9.10 Wevhusaniugnssuilun (GEBY) Tnglddeyadlulndainits
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;
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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

s o

nauUsEmAUesAn dmsy FP Afdeuutiugnmguii é’]ﬂ?j’]ﬁ?mﬁadﬁ]’]ﬂﬁﬂﬁmi’IWUﬁqﬂiiuﬁﬁ'm’j’] wagdldniduaudeeninly
wesnd 6 WleFeuiisuudnwazdy q fasveufileyalunsviuneiiinnules wesluiinsuiuiimiduiadeiinase
ATULLEIRa EBY o GEBV Aosuuteyaillulyduesdnume (Hayes et al, 2009) lumsinwiadsiisruaudeyaillulnii
Tlunsyhusaniugnssudmsy P dutesnindnumzdu q Suilianuusiugues EBY uie GEBY dwfu FP #ldsind

fnuadzdu 9

AMULIUENTINIATIREBY

Table 4 uanarnladsvesnuusiugFnsnsIaaeuvesAladeious (PA) 990 RR-TOM uazAniugnssulagnis
yuneeugnasnlus (GEBY) 99 SS-RR-TDM dmsuuszrnsfinmaaouarmutusilnelddnuvasuinanislinandntiu
uazesdUsznauthund 305 Yu fekumnmnmahuweaniugnsadluudeisnisonnesuuuduiiiansandeyadlulndanwe
Tragnaifien uazaninelauazusla lneshlusinfidosesnnuidetundoves dEBY (rygpy, . ) Towielafinadeudmiuus
azdnwazaylutag 0.84 fs 0.88 dwiudnwaznislinandniug Fsiuuliufiaenndesmuaidnaiugnssudmivusiay

anway (EnwugAdAdniugnssuiganintuasiiaianuuiugigendy) anuwliugudnisasiaaeunUsediuladmiu GEBY

Ingld SS-RR-TDM Hengeniniuseidiulag PA Tngld RR-TOM lunndnuaeifine anuudugndenisnsivaeues PA deneg

U 9

o

Tuv29 0.06-0.34 way GEBV froglutag 0.12-0.39 uay 0.22-0.40 dAwsumslddayailulnianvelasgiadien uazanvise
Tauazuslla nudiu aruududiiimansaaeuiiiivgduidolinnesisae SSRRTDM anmslideyailulndainsielase
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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aaAUsENOULIULNN 305 Tu BeAuInaInisnisanneswuvgufiansandeyadlulndanrelaet1aied uaganimielauazusdla

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

pandnmsudmdssavinisanaeslndifes 1 wsdstilumehueamuuandwneiugnssussninedaifianiala)
oARIN Adulsyarimannnosves PA dnsunndnuasnslitandning fiAnegluras 0.19 - 0.5 Tuvaufienduyseandnig
anneBUad GEBY Hraglutag 0.32 - 0.67 uag 035 - 0.75 dmsumslideyadlulndainielregnadien uazaniimelauazusl
Talumsvhueantugnssudlug mudidy lunsinunadsiddusudnvasnslinandmiuui ddulssaninisannesvosit
GEBV uaz PA siindn 1 Gedstidnhueilddugaiuats dmalinishuedtugnssuvesgnleduldifusiadefioutunis
wansoonvasgnlamaiulusuan uiegrslsfinuaidulsyaninsnnaesdldain SS-RR-TOM vesdnuarnslinandnin
Tneindedandilng 1 1nndh RRTDM 91nsansinuusiinisdsundamisviueusuusadalaeldiugse 1 (PA) andu
nsv A ugnssdluy (GEBY) avtaeifiuarmuiuglunsusssnuaiugnssu ity ideiSeudsuarduussansnng
0ANDEYRY GEBV fiUszanallalunmsinwiunisAnuay q 38Rt (Koivula et al, 2015; Baba et al,, 2017) wagiifins
Ufumnaiiesmiunindaruduiusiiug (6) wasmmindanudiniudneiususesi (A) Sutlianulienfgeduruioity
(Christensen et al,, 2012; Koivula et al., 2015) Lwimiﬁﬂmﬁﬁﬁwmu%;ﬂaLﬁaﬂa]mWaImﬁHﬂunwmwaaummLL@JuE]’wﬂasJ A1
FuUszanimsnnnosves GEBV fiuszanalldiclilndifeatu 1 mnussannstrsdefifivunlngtuiezdmalianuwiugluns
Fueiiaty wezaunsadiuanlienild Tnesiuuds SS-RR-TOM fdsydnsaminilenda RR-TOM Tundnnuiug 1 Tmgul

ANULILENTINTATIRERY Uaraduldend (Fuuseavianisanaes, by) Tuwa RR-TOM Tdteyanugusyin Asiuanuuiugila
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' v & @

WugnanifiganudiusIaiugUseTa (A) seninedniusdazii laaa SS-RR-TOM l¥tayadlunsume dsduaiuudugnla

v '
= ' v ¢ ' o N

WNTULINTIANUENTUS TGN TN (G) TiinTusynIvdniusazinasananudonlesuuliaunaresns osmunens

#ugn3su (linkage disequilibrium, LD) wanaindnisldiunsng H lu SS-RR-TOM Wiguwiriunsimuedlulndnmeluvesdnd

¥ v
LYY
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