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Effect of Gamma-oryzanol supplementation on

frozen semen quality and spermatozoa proteomic profile in beef cattle

Janyaporn Rungruangsak' Worapong pongsiri” Nattiya Saengruang” Wilasinee inyawilert”

Abstract

Semen cryopreservation procedure induces damage to sperm characteristics and fertilizing ability
as a result of the increase in reactive oxygen species caused by temperature changes can reduce frozen
semen quality. The aims of this study were to evaluate the effect of different concentrations of Gamma-
oryzanol supplementation in extender on the frozen semen qualityin bull as well as the protein patterns
in beef bull sperm. Four bulls were used for semen collection in which each was collected 3 weeks
continuously. Each ejaculate was divided to 4 equal aliquots. After dilution with Tris-citrate egg yolk
extender, Gansnma-oryzanol was supplemented at the amount of 0 (as a control), 0.1, 0.25, and 0.5 mM
into semen extender, and the diluted semen samples were cryopreserved. After cryopreservation
process, computer Assisted sperm Analyzer (CASA), Sodium Dodecyl Sulfate Polyacrylamide Gel
Electrophoresis (SDS-PAGE) and Two-Dimensional Gel Electrophoresis (2D gel) were used to evaluate
spermatozoa viability, motility, and protein expression pattern after cryopreservation. The results showed
that supplementation of either 0.25 or 0.5 MM Gamma-oryzanol in semen extender resulted in higher
percentage of total and progressive sperm motility than control with statistical significance (P<0.05). For
protein patterns, the supplementation of Gamma-oryzanol at 0.25 mM showed higher amount of 75
and 130 kDa proteins than those of the control group. Moreover, using 2D-PAGE technique showed there
were 12 points of protein intensity of the 0.25 mM Gamma-oryzanol supplementation group that were
significantly higher than those of the control group (P<0.05) whereas 3 points of protein intensity of the
control group were significantly higher than those of the 0.25 mM Gamma-oryzanol supplementation
group (P<0.05). Furthermore, using LC-MS machine revealed 9 proteins associated with spermatozoa
such as Alpha-enolase, Phospholipid hydroperoxide, Glutathione peroxidase, Glutathione S-transferase
Mul, Tektin-3, Outer dense fiber protein 2, Tubulin alpha-3 chain, ATP synthase subunit beta and Tektin

5. These proteins might be used as biomarkers for frozen semen quality evaluation in the future.

Keywords: Gamma-oryzanol, Bull frozen semen, Semen extender
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UfA3e1 lipid peroxidation wazvhliRiduevessadogininaiudents (DNA damage) wazdna

q

T¥ 03133 nanas (Amidi et al,, 2016; Qadeer et al,, 2016) usnanisevilfiAnn1sIUasuLUaq

q

1%
a CC)

anwar3UI9veead (Sperm morphology) waznN1siATEUNYEI0ET (Sperm motility) Udus1917

q

md)}

ee

¥ a a o o a 4 I a a a 1 a
a1siueyyadaseiddyvatevia loun Imdud (qulnlawesea uazlnlalnsduea) ua
= A = = 2 ada
wnxa-le3euea (Gamma-oryzanol) lngian1zegade a1sunuin-lesyueaduduanssssuyang
ANAIMNINLATLINTTES dRaaudilunisiueyyadasyligindiinnfiudis 6 win (Petal and Naik,
2004) Wnganswnuun-leseueaaunsatesiunisiineendinduvensaludududi annsideuanin

(3 LY a IS ! a =) ,6’ LY o v
VDUFAR (AAIY NUATUNNIIU, 2555) UT1EIUIT NITLATUAITLNUUN- To39ueaaInunsusIU1Ilu

o A 5 & a 5 & [ = a
U1830979ULT0 lactose-egg yolk (LEY) @10n3aLNAMATWULYDUTLUIENT FI81NAINNTTAN

'
al

ayyadaszNvhaedeiungadogiluseninanszuiunisududs (Chanapiwat and Kaeoket, 2015)

fnsAnwiigaivasiueuyadasenanevilnfienvdwmadonisildsuwuasnalnnisasng

v s a

lUsaulasldmaialusalodndludndviinnieg lnsanizeg1sdslulawazans (Lippolis and

Reinhardt, 2008) 1ng Rodriguez-Martinez et al. (2011) las1891un15AnwtAeIiu biomarker Tu
dni5uie a9AUsENEUYRIL YL Uay seminal plasma NflauduuSAuALANYTAIRUS WagaN

N3N Towhidi and Parks (2012) wuinlusaulueadlaniidnsinisnauiings iaUTeuiiey

=]

fueadlanlidnsnskauinn1azilsULuuNshanseanvaslusAunuanaeiy Jagdumetlaly
Tasziaulisiled nddnaneds 19U Two-dimensional Polyacrylamide Gel Electrophoresis

(2D-PAGE) waiw Mass Spectrometry (MS) tudu lng3sianlanunsaveniiadeyaniugiuiinestes

43
[

funisuandeanvedlusiuniaudnmizluegile silulinnudAglunisssufmudnmunzauive

Ielumsdndenieiugniiauauysaiiug (Xu et al,, 2012) msdwnalialusiledindunussendly

= 1 o

WeAnwneiuaunngeluddninagyiliiaUsslovsilsensussiuauniniige

(% '
=2 Ao A =2 a

NN IngUsTatAivefnyNaveInISiiNa AU yyadasyelin wnuun-leseueal

v v [ v [
o A

afnandrdusiinludigieasiiielasenuniniiie aaenluviliauazsuuuunITLanseeni

wansineiuredlusiuluead
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aunsaluarISn1maaes

v ¢

FRINAADY

o

1
fa o a IS

woruglawlloaneWugusidu a1y 4-11 T d1uiu 8 67 9nAUdITouaznan LY oududs

'
o 1 v a o

anugnanzIusanideuntle svavimse snnewlies dswdnveuniu lnaiduneiusiiddsldundn

=

Udeutuds yinssadiieanlnglideinasniiion (Artificial vagina, AV) lngtdndefiayviilulaly
nsnAaesfasiunMNAeliUSINTUWTRanNIAlALarATY lidoendt 5 ml danududuretedd

117777 0.5 x10° cells/ml kagiisnsinisiasunlusnindssay 70

N13ITNUNTITINNADN

TUNUNITNAABILUY Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD) Anunlinewug
wiazda (individual) 1uuden (block) Inaiideanfisaauld wasn1uNMINITNTIVAUNIN
e uideansiieasasaleiionsiiiie egg yolk-tris mu3snsndnundoutudwesaudive

a 9; d’l 1 < 1 %} & U a A ¥ ¥ ¥ a 1 U 6
LasRAnU Y ouyudananug apngiueaniduanie TWlaaududuvetegdwiadu 12010

cells/ml wazutananilu 4 nguine Au awelull

oA <, ! '\ a =
AN 1 LUUﬂQMF’YJUﬂM 13JLaima’mmmm—Iai%'maa
oA [ 1 PN a ) Y v
AN 2 Lﬂuﬂqwmaaw Lﬁiﬂﬁ?iLLﬂﬂJu’]—Iaisﬂ’]uaaWJ’]llLGU‘LIGUU 0.1 mM

naudl 3 Wunquveaesd wsuasunuun-le3eueannududu 0.25 mm

oA < ! =i a = v v
naud 4 \Jungumeaesi wduansunuu-lesyueanududu 0.5 mM
QUEITER LRI

U OHIUNNTII DI NULALLATUAANTLANN Lo IUDAAIULTUTUN AL TUTUA 1)
vssgldlunasnindoruin 0.25 ml ynkazUsuaunaigamgl 4 °C Wunan 4 F9lua nturiinis

wsudameLAToIutudwuUSn Ll wazdrlidusnulululasiuwaniuiauninagdanaimegou

NIATIVFDUAMATWLNYDNEINITUBUTS

5 & 1@ [ [ ¥ [ < ' b7
AIRARUANAMULTaLTLTIn B M Biushwldsedululasinuvandunaegisey 24
il Ingduindoutuisanwetiugnnyan1sudng as 3 naenanudaznguvnass vinisazanslag
wiluthguitgauinfl 37 °C Wukan 30 il wazuumedelifigamgll 37 °C AaoANIIATIIAUAMN

[

INUUYIINITATIIAUNINUNYD AI8LATEY CASA (Computer Assisted Sperm Analyzer) fsil
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1) Samsiadeuiivesed (total motility; %) Ssinsindeuiiluirmihwesedd (progressive
motility; %) Snsnswedeuiiuuudn (slow motility; %) LLasaq%ﬁlmﬂﬁauﬁ (static sperm; %)

2) arudalunisindoud Taun

- Average Path Velocity (VAP; um/s) #1809 anudilunsiedeuiidennssesms
9391y 1 U9

 Straight Line Velocity (VSL; pum/s) wianedis anudalunsindeuiiidnse duns
Funnainganidlugadngamilslunuadunsdutisssozina 1 3und

~ Curvilinear Velocity (VCL; pm/s) vianedis anundalunisindeuidalas wunisdiuan
wuluvesnisindeufiedely 1 3und

3) Snwarnsiedaud leuwn

- Amplitude of Lateral Head Displacement (ALH; pm) #1889 A10N11998389U97
yoseganasluin

- Beat Cross Frequency (BCF; Hz) vnefils annudvesnisaneadiuinuedead

- Straightness (STR; %) %188 AuAsslunsAdeusl Sadunnensmnsdinamss
yosmsiadouitluitings (vSL) sernuiduadslunisindoudt (VAP) gassneies

- Linearity (LIN; %) iangfia $nsnamninuiveanisindeuiiluitaswoninuiiade
YoansLAReUTIALA (VCL) gruiees

- Wobble (WOB; %) mineds Sasrduaruisuadelunisindeudl (VAP) deninandy

\nAgYRINITIAROUNINLAY (VCL) Auiiesee

nsAnezuluunIsuanteanvadlusiulusgdlaaindimiinluana Aemaila Sodium Dodecyl
Sulfate Polyacrylamide Gel Electrophoresis (SDS-PAGE)

ﬁwﬁaasmﬁ;wL%@MﬂﬂdummuLLazﬂa;umaaaﬁﬁqmmwﬁnéﬁyaqﬂqﬂ (0.25 mM)
waielusiiu filazarsindoududs 3 vaon/mewus/gan1suan Tnoudlutihguilgumnd 37 o
Huiaan 30 3wt anduiludumdssdasarnanga 1800 x ¢ Agauvgd 4 °C 1uinan 5 undl
LﬁaLL&mL%aéaq%aaﬂmﬂmiazmaL«’Tiama wdNTUE1 ¥ 20% slycerol Tu Phosphate buffer

saline (PBS) wagibudumies 1800 x ¢ Migaungdl 4 °C 1lwian 5 widl vinsadauagniuiunm

TWsfusuwedegdlneds Bradford protein assay (Bradford, 1976) wawtiulifiguiaamall -80°C
UAIETININAERU NUUIINIsLenlUsAUlY 4.5% stacking gel Tagldanuans@nglnia 85
Tad Wuan 15 unil sesae Tu 10 % separating gel 7 125 Than 1Wutaa1 40 uii Jufinwa

EULLUUMiauuuLLNDuwa Tnelul indeq gel document system (Biorad, Sweden)
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nsATEzlLUUNsuanseanlusiuvasitagiladiemaila two-dimensional

Polyacrylamide gel electrophoresis (2D-PAGE)

afalusiusmneadlavesnguauay uasndunnaesiidanniminteasqn (0.25 mm)
fremadia 2D0-PADGE Fradulvfianududu 200 lulasnsu/freena vinisuenlusiusiufiadele
Tu immobilized strips (GE Healthcare, Sweden) fiausnadng 100 V/1h, 500 V/2h, 500 V/ah,
1000V over 1h, 8000V over 3h, 8000V 2.5h g il 20 °C mé’ammfuﬂ%’uauqamaazma
MNN19879 strip A28 1X SDS-running buffer wag19 IPG strip asauu 12.5% SDS-PAGE wagld 0.5
% (w/v) Agarose IEF (GE Healthcare, Sweden) solution (0.5% agarose in the SDS-running
buffer) sasgn1sianlusfiumeauaedng 600 V wazasddonsie destain solution 9uni1ay
WiugalusAu (protein spot) FaLau ¥1INM3a18AIMLAA38 scanned (400dpi) ChemiDoc™ Touch
Imaging System (BIO-RAD) andutieauly 0.1% acetic acid 71 4°C auﬂﬁgﬂ"qﬁwmiﬁmﬁmm

TUshu
AsAaszvivialusiunae Liquid Chromatography - Mass Spectrometry (LC-MS)

MN150AALlUTAUIINLIA 2D-PAGE AU 1x1 mm® 819038 100% acetonitrile (ACN)
WBf18n31NYAlUTAY WU 2 ASY UagiAu 10 mM TBP in 10 mM ammonium bicarbonate

flgaumgil 60 °C Wunan 1 $lus ¥insueaiiadu (alkylation) §e 100 mM lodoacetamide (IAA)

1%
o

&g 10 mM ammonium bicarbonate Aigaungfivies Lwian 45 wiil Tudidla 90 vinisiay

)

90NNYALUTAUME 100% ACN B8N 2 ATI LANNTUTY (trypsin) tiogoeqalusiu wazuNiigumgll
37 °C 9ndudu 50% ACN Tu 0.1% formic acids 31171 30 pl. aslugalusiu wagyinnisuused
gauniivied Wulaan 10 wil vwaseaen (shaker) dhlusfudiadalauvinliuiafigaumgd a4 °C
LazLAY 0.1% formic acid NBUNINITIATILNAELATEY LC-MS Litaseysinvodlusiu vaean
a 6 1 U ¥ 14 a aa [ U a g 1 =

FATILVAIURANFNIYDITEAUAN UTNTUVRIYALUTAUNETA vIn15angalusAuns 2 ngu fie

] 1 r.:l' a al ‘:1' [ 4 ¥ o

nauAIUANKAENA N AT UAITRNNNN-TaS 9 1uea NIseAUATUTY 0.25 mM 97U 15 90
govlusaunaoulalnivdu waginsizieilalusfuaae tandem-mass spectroscopy #8430
a 6 o [l [ v v o a 6 [ wa a L4
IATIVRIeg1nasauay Yada Mass spectra aggniiluiiasisvinalag dnlud@nlusunsudnsiey
Toua Ll 9n1 MS/MS spectra Useq wavauialuianavendulng iieaiieguuuudeya Mascot
generic file (mgf) Tnelnld mef Fadudoya MS/MS ion filaluilSeuiisuiudeyalusiuiioylu
gruteyalnenisld Mascot database search 1 1Julusunsuooulaivas Matrix Science

(http://www.matrixscience.com) Lﬁa?miﬁzﬁsﬁayja MS/MS ion vaatdulng
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ANSIAATIZUNEDA

3LﬂswﬁmmLLﬂsUiaumaq%’auﬂaﬁuaqﬁ”’q 4 NAUNARBY MY one-way analysis of variance (one-
way ANOVA) \Wisuifiauaiadeseds Tukey’s multiple comparison test wagiUSeusiisupnay
dudulusiuresansnguiifianuunnsafufienguaiuay uay ndumnaesiilinanuamiidodiian
p8 t-test for independent samples Wil Memsdinnsadfvosnsnnassdenan 4 fvuaen

AMULANARENHTYEAYNTEAUTaEay 95 (P<0.05) Ingldlusunsun1aia R commander version
4.1.1 (R Core Team, 2021)

HAN1TNARDY
AN INUNYDUIUTINGINITATANY

970 Table 1 mam'ﬁmeﬁ@mmwﬁwLG??@LLSU'LLG?NIM’]EJMé’qmiazmsJ WuIEMIIMTIATeUR
uagdnsnsnadeuiludrmiiivessainnnguilasuseunuanle3euealunnseduaududy
(0.1, 0.25 uaz 0.5 mM) ganitnguaruaudlildiasuarsunumn- TeSeusastsiituddnyyeada
(P<0.05) uagnguiaiuansunuan-leeuealuuTinm 025 uay 05 mM sarmsiadeuiilutimiwes
983g9n11nax 0.1mM LagnquauAy fiainguiifinaesuaswnuan Jo3euen 0.25 uag 0.5 mM aid

o w a

ANuuAnANeiueg sl ded et Tuvugiinnusalunisidoudl (VAP, VSL wag VCL) 591919

a

é’ﬂwmmimﬁlauﬁﬁuaaaq% (ALH, BCF, STR, LIN wag WOB) suaaf%%aLLG&LL%Q‘Imdemjmmmm
uaznguiiinisiaiuans unuun-ledeiuea lunnsesiuaududu Liffanuuansdeiuneais
(P>0.05) Wuiignfunazaufnunfveswineadnuin mnufisunfveseddviauuy mase s
wuy proximal droplet wag distal droplet vasiidausudslaseninnguaiunuuasnguiifinisaiy

ansunun-losenuea Tuynseduanudutulaidiauuanad1aiumeads (P>0.05)
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Table 1 Frozen-thawed bull semen quality of 4 experimental groups supplemented with

different Gamma-oryzanol concentrations (Least square mean + SE)

Treatments
Parameters Control group Gamma-oryzanol groups
0 mM 0.1 mM 0.25 mM 0.5 mM
(N=30) (N=32) (N=34) (N=32)
Motility
Total motility (%) 41.8+2.18° 52.9+2.012 56.7+1.95° 54.2+2.07°
Progressive 9.77+0.869¢ 13.50+0.801° 16.65+0.778° 16.60+0.826°
motility (%)
Velocity
VAP (um/s) 61.2+1.61 62.0+1.49 60.4+1.45 61.8+1.53
VSL (um/s) 455+1.13 46.1+1.04 44.9+1.01 45.8+1.08
VCL (um/s) 115+3.16 116+2.91 114+2.83 116+3.00
Kinematic movement
ALH (um) 6.47+0.138 6.44+0.127 6.40+0.123 6.57+0.131
BCF (Hz) 24.7+0.303 24.8+0.279 24.6+0.271 24.3+0.288
STR (%) 74.3+0.513 74.7+0.473 74.5+0.459 74.5+0.487
LIN (%) 41.1+0.565 41.8+0.521 41.7+0.506 41.7+0.537
WOB (%) 54.0+0.380 54.6+0.351 54.5+0.340 54.6+0.361
Morphology
Bent tail (%) 15.0+0.853 14.1+0.787 14.0+0.764 14.4+0.811
Coiled tail (%) 2.41+0.267 2.09+0.246 1.77+0.239 1.90+0.253
Proximal droplet 2.70+0.245 2.34+0.226 2.29+0.219 2.09+0.233
(%)
Distal droplet (%) 6.75+0.366 5.60+0.338 5.41+0.328 5.36+0.348

3¢ Different superscripts within the same row demonstrated significant differences (P<0.05)
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mMsfinezUkuun1suaneanvaslusivveitegivdinazaeunelaududs femaia

Sodium Dodecyl Sulfate polyacrylamide gel electrophoresis (SDS-PAGE)

TUsfuvesoadlunguiiieiuansunssnle3euea 0.25 mM wax naumuAuiignarinLiiegsuLuy
nsuanseanveslusivludowiudewmaia SDS-PAGE wudn flususansianuatszana 20 uau
Wiy uifinsuanseonveslusAuiinutauasiinuuansndundasngunaasaiiios 5 v leun
Tsfud vaminlaiana 30 75100 130 uaz 245 kDa (Figurel) Inana ufi 015185 uans
wnuan-le3wuea 025 mM Hsefumnunduveslusiufiinnniingumunuiidoddamaada laun
naalUsAuATvuin 75 waz 130 kDa drumnuduveslusiuidvuialuanad ulidauunndig
sgwhanguvanesanaumual deeuuanseesenaduluuaulysiudliaansoueafiudaeen
WauaaN15aAUINAIANIINIAIINTUSUASE image J LagthuuUSgufiguiunuaUuANA19Y

ANMUTNYBIUSAUMIY Table 2

kDia
1 2 3
245 8 — 245
180 0§ :
135 130
100 100
75 75
63
4%
35
30

pasm
Marker Control 025 mM

Figure 1. Protein expression patterns using SDS-PAGE gel electrophoresis; Lane 1: Protein

Markers, Lane 2: Control, Lane 3: 0.25 mM Gamma-oryzanol



Table 2. Comparison of expressed protein concentrations between post-thawed semen with
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and without Gamma-oryzanol supplementation at 0.25 mM in semen extender (mean + SE).

Molecular weight Protein intensity
(kDa) Control Gamma-oryzanol 0.25 mM p-value
30 14614.28 + 193.78 15555.89 + 49.46 0.0536
75 2476.71° + 42.75 2854.86% + 61.20 0.02995
100 8925.97 + 83.26 11056.51 + 1026.69 0.1847
130 14060.24° + 92.47 16005.12% + 264.17 0.009336
245 4759.31 + 9.65 8017.11 + 929.53 0.07245

2 Different superscripts within the same row demonstrated statistical significant differences
(P<0.05)
nsATIERsULUUNSUAnsRanlUTAuYasesgiladiemalln Two-dimensional gel

electrophoresis (2D-PAGE)

25- "

pH pH

A B

Figure 2. The 15 protein spots of frozen bull semen with or without gamma-oryzanol
supplementation in semen extender; control group (A) and 0.25 mM of gamma-oryzanol group
(B) and E, G, F letters indicated the spots of protein in 2D-PAGE (analyzed by Malaline 7

software)
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NSUSEUTBUAMNLANAI9Y2USINATUTAUTENINNGUAIUANLESNFUTILETNAIY 0.25 mM @13

LNNNI-1a5YIUBa

denunmiaasia 2 nau Ao nauauRuuazng N iasudeasunuun-TeSeuoa
fiszfupudutiu 0.25 mM #me ChemiDoc™ Touch Imaging System (BIO-RAD) 7 400 dpi uaz
AnuduvesgalusAuinansisusanalusausislsunsy Malaline 7 software nuindigalusiy
(Figure. 2) ‘ﬁﬂﬂuﬂ 159 (E1, E2, E3, E8, F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, G1, G3, uag G5) fifAa
uansFnsveIntLegafiteddny et (P<0.05) Inenguiidnsiaiuaisunuan-leseuea 0.25
mM fiaudutuveslusiudiuay 12 aalaun E1, £2, E8, F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6, F7, G1, G3 @90
nauemuauegslifeddnmeaia (P<0.05) luvaizfingumuauilszduanaduduvedlusiu 3 9a
Ao E3F8 uaz G5 ganiinguillaiudisaisunuun-leTeiuea fszduanududy 0.25 mm

o w

pg19llpdAgY9EnaA (P<0.05) (Table3)

Table 3. Comparison of expressed proteins between post-thawed semen with and without

gamma-oryzanol supplementation in semen extender (mean + SE).

Protein *Protein **Molecular Protein intensity (%) p-value
Groups name weight
Control Gamma-
oryzanol
0.25 mM
El Alpha-enolase 47.639 5.64938+0.27° 6.65879+0.31° 0.0124
Phospholipid
£ hydroperoxide 22.739 6.36552+0.22° 6.83591+0.18° 0.0135
glutathione
peroxidase
Glutathione S- 25.789 4.19844+0.31° 2.3819+0.39° 0.0466
E3 transferase

Mul (GSTM1)
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E8

F1

F2

F3

Fa

F5

F6

F7

F8

Gl

G3

G5

Alpha-enolase
Alpha-enolase
Tektin-3
Tektin-3

Outer dense

fiber protein 2

Outer dense

fiber protein 2

Outer dense

fiber protein 2

Outer dense

fiber protein 2

Myogenic
factor 5 (Myf-
5)

Tubulin alpha-
3 chain
ATP synthase

subunit beta

Tektin-5

47.639

47.639

57.102

57.102

76.249

76.249

76.249

76.249

28.851

50.578

56.249

57.779

3.73918+0.31°

2.76446+0.2°

1.15324+0.22°

0.779228+0.19°

2.291+0.19°

2.32418+0.26°

1.94178+0.19°

14.6338+0.23°

16.2105+0.12°

14.2515+0.14°

19.2756+0.28°

4.6851+0.25°

3.96665+0.37°

4.20102+0.23°

1.27675+0.19°

1.80043+0.32°

2.77725+0.252

2.5396+0.29°

2.34295+0.23°

15.5135+0.32°

15.0278+0.17°

16.1979+0.2°

25.1339+0.25°

3.74938+0.34°

0.0484

0.0354

0.0412

0.0447

0.0328

0.0293

0.0301

0.0491

0.0310

0.0129

0.0167

0.0460

2 Different superscripts within the same row demonstrated statistical significant differences

(P<0.05)

*Protein  name: The identified proteins

www.matrixscience.com) against Bovine database.

obtained from MASCOT search algorithm (http://

** Calculated molecular weight of proteins by MASCOT search algorithm (http:// www.matrixscience.com)

against Bovine database.
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mﬁLﬂsﬂ:ﬁ%ﬁﬂ%aﬁiﬂiﬁuﬁ?mﬂém Liquid chromatography-mass spectrometry (LC-MS)

nEneTgEaLLANAYeTERUANITIYegeTURY hnstesgalusiuts 2 nau
fle nguAIUALLAZAGNTlasuasLNun-TeTeuea Aszdumududy 0.25 mM 1udu 15 90
AagteulenI Uty (Trypsin digestion) wazitasieiuilnlusAunae tandem-mass spectroscopy
wurUsznousaelusAutanun 9 wiln ldun Alpha-enolase, Phospholipid hydroperoxide
glutathione peroxidase (GPx-4), Glutathione S-transferase Mul, Tektin-3, Quter dense fiber
protein 2, Myogenic factor 5 (Myf-5), Tubulin alpha-3 chain, ATP synthase subunit beta, W& ¥
Tektin-5 (Table3) #adoyavdalusiuldunannsissudisuiudoyalsiuiieglugudeyalas
3l Mascot database search 7idulusunsussulatives Matrix Science

(http://www.matrixscience.com)

315aiNanNISNAaBY

NHANITNARDINUI I BLESUANTENLL-LoTHURaNANRNUT U197 luaNsazaNLT8974

¥
a

=1 a Ql' a =3 & yast A a ¢ Y]
queUaiﬂﬂmiﬂﬂLUUilmmV]Lﬁquallﬂ’]ll']iﬂL‘Wllﬂmﬂqwuqmj@LLGULLGUQIWG]GU‘ULQJ@’JLﬂi’]%ﬂ"iﬂﬂ@@iqﬂqﬁ

(%
v @

LARBUNVBIRETNITNIINTAGBUNKALENIINSAG BUT LUT1IMTN0994] Fenududunedans
wnuEn-leseueaiianunsaiiunun g sugudddfuazdenumnzauigadmsuiasuluans
- 5 & O S A 1Y) DY N -
12997191 L YBYDINTNARDIATILABN TEAUAINTNTY 0.25 mM IagausaiiuaunIni Ly ole
a 1 [ a a EANPST. | [ a a
WA UNISIALEIsLANNN-LeT9Iuea 0.5mM M98 luseni1anseuIunIshY LY eaIaziin
oxidative stress M1agdsnaliiin lipid peroxidation Tuedd vinliegdiewaziinndniiuddedema
TAoms1N15PA 8 UN kaLensIN1SHTINTENanad (Hammerstedt et al., 1990; Said et al., 2010;
Takeo and Nakagata, 2011) msia3uansunuu-leseueadaduaisiueyyadase Yiedeatunis
AauAseneandwduvesderuadegiluszninanszuiunisuaudels Sedwmalinauniniddenau
FegonndesiunmsfnyingiunsEuasunuin-lesyuealuidusidideaunmiigeududely
gnsvieiugvas Kaeoket et al. (2012) NvinsiTeuiisunisiasuansunaun-leseuealuuiiu
917 2 wila WU N1sasuaIsenun-leseuealuddusiinava 2 ¥ide NAseduauudy 0.1
mg/ml @11150L R 18N51n156A8 BUT b1 dnsnsddinsen wavsesazAluauysal

N v

yadavlaslay ganitngunluAuegelied1Aty Gaoun Chanapiwat and Kaeoket (2015) lafinwn

dvdnavesaneiuggnIwaznIsEsuasunuu-lesyuealuindus i nsenun o RTLTY Tnavih
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Effects of genotyping cows on genomic predictions in Thai dairy cattle population
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Abstract

The accuracy of genomic predictions is important for genetic progress, and it strongly
depends on the number of genotyped animals. Thus, this study aimed at evaluating effects
of the change in number of genotyped cows in reference population on the accuracy of
predictions and ranking of animals by breeding values in crossbred Holstein-Friesian cattle in
Thailand. Datasets consisted of 305-day milk yield, milk components (fat, protein and total
solid percentages) age at first calving and final score. For each trait, two datasets were created,
namely, whole and partial datasets, to assess genomic predictions. Single-step genomic best
linear unbiased prediction (ssGBLUP) was used to compute genomic predictions and was
compared with traditional pedigree BLUP procedure. The reference population (animals with
pedigree, genotype and phenotypes) was updated by subsequently adding genotyped cows from
newer generations into bull reference population. Genomic predictions were assessed by comparing
estimated breeding values of validation bulls obtained from whole and partial datasets using
theoretical accuracy and metrics from linear regression (LR) method. Results illustrated that, across
traits analyzed, adding genotyped cows into bull reference population generally resulted in an
increase in theoretical accuracy, rank correlation and ratio of accuracies, as well as a decrease in
biasedness of predictions compared to scenario with only genotyped bulls and traditional pedigree
BLUP method. Such positive effects were more pronounced with more cow’s genomic information
where a high level of rank correlation and ratio of accuracies (>0.70) was observed for milk yield. In
conclusion, more genotyped cows in the reference population would result in more positive effect
for all traits analyzed. Addition of genotyped cows to enlarge the reference population was
encouraging, aimed at accelerating the rate of genetic gain for economically important traits for Thai

dairy cattle.
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wlglunisAndendn T,fﬂai'ﬁmié’@Lﬁaﬂe’haﬁiuﬂﬂﬂuuﬁﬁaﬂsﬂuﬂwﬁu ¥ur Sauvuvanesuneu
(multistep method) (VanRaden, 2008; Lund et al,, 2011) ua¥ F5uuuduneuLien (single step

method) (Aguilar et al., 2010; Christensen and Lund, 2010) Imami‘ﬂizLﬁuﬁuﬁqﬂiiuﬁiumgmﬁ'&l

UQ I3

Tayadnuurlsingnielulny (phenotype) WuguUseindnd wasdlulnd sruduiieruieen

ﬁuﬁqﬂiiﬁium (genomic estimated breeding values, GEBVs)

o v = 5§ a o ' Y \ o e ¢
wiidrdudninddeyadlulndinudwivegraunnludagdu wu lauuiugleaalnives

J %

Uizmm%%’gam?mﬁéﬁ’azﬂaﬁiulmﬂﬁmmumﬂmﬁ 4 §1us dusy (Council on Dairy Cattle

6] d v A o

Breeding, n.d.) agnalsiniy ai’ﬁmué’miﬁﬁ%@mﬁiu%ﬂuﬂizmﬂﬁub‘] Fasunutiesninann sy

Y
v

WUEIVBINITYIIUIBAT GEBVS ?JUEJEJﬂUﬁ]’]U']UéJGI EJ@J@’%]IUI‘VI‘UL‘UUW@?I (VanRaden et al., 2009,

A %

Calus et al, 2010; Daetwyler et al,, 2010) Inglunsandendoiluutiy sunvedsssnsensds

e

38 reference population &ssiasUsznausedninddeyailulnd Wuguszid wazdlulnd feldu

Jadud A damarannuwiugvensvinueaiugnssualuy (Daetwyler, et al,, 2008; Goddard
and Hayes, 2009) @3g1adadvseiiuwidunmsviiueiugnssusvunaauilalddoyadlusly

NN UsEINTH1999vuIALEn (VanRaden et al., 2009) N5t UIudnIluUsEe1nso19890819

a va =

maLuaqLﬂuaﬁﬂgummmaﬁaqﬁumiammmLL;JusTﬂumiﬁmwm GEBVs (De Roos et al., 2011;

Pryce et al,, 2012) IneUnfiuds Uszwnsenedslulszwmaindugaavnssulauuaziulauner 7

=Y

H1UNINAHBUANA (progeny-tested bulls) tlasanAriugnssuvedlamaiidiinuuudenogs

ad v

(VanRaden et al., 2009) uan15a319Us5291n59198 902835 nanadululaenluuneusenadi i

s 1

urureiug iU Iageugnaldunniiigane Ay walitug uidaildnangnlam eg (bull

)



dams) Faannsaldiluwnasdeyailumfuduiiodivanuudugilunisiunes GEBVs (Tsuruta et
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al,, 2013; Lourenco et al,, 2014) Tuuszanslauuifiawiadnisinsauslilddeyadlulvivedle
wedeiouruInUszynse198e Feanunsaisanuinniinisiugnssusazioiunisasyud

AP (Thomasen et al., 2014; Gao et al., 2015)

Tausluusemelnedulausgnuandsfinnumnzautvanmundeuuuuioud drlugd
awLﬁamiﬂumﬁuﬁﬁaaﬂmﬁwa%u (Holstein-Friesian, HF) saud 87.50 — 93.75% wavansidonla
ulile (Bos indicus) (Raud 6.25 - 12.50%) léun ¥1821a 13nduf us vty uaglafwdloslng
(Buaban et al., 2021) nsuednildihmadnidenlauudeiTuuldfaudd we. 2559 Honauny
msUstidiufugnesuwuuiadn (nsuuadnd, 2560) Tagldmsussiiuiugnssunuutuneuiondels
single-step genomic best linear unbiased prediction (ssGBLUP) (Aguilar et al., 2010) ¥ 23, U
Uszvnssnsdsdmiunsusziiuiugnssuilunveslauiln sfedvunadnidesnindiuteyaily

& v e No o oA P ) a
VL‘V]“USU’PN‘WE]‘W‘L!QSZNN’]uﬂ’]iﬂﬂﬂ@UQﬂa’nmf\ﬂﬂﬂL‘WEJ\‘i‘Ui%iﬂmﬂa% <10 @7 LagMSINUYUInUSEYINT

(%
o

¥ a ¥ a 6] = ¥ U (- s a 1 1< L2
gedananteyadlulndvedamaidly laun wliusduda wasgnarvesnenaaeu Wundn
Buaban wazmme Tl 2021 lasenufisUselevivesmsanifeniauuvedlnemeilund miudnuuy
USunansliinandnuiug wagesdusznoudiuud 305 Ju Welddeyadlulndainnelawazuslaly

a o = ) Y a a o = o ' ' |
n1sUszdluiugnssy @eludagiudssyinsdedadauinlugniinis@nwdenaauinnia 3 wi

IS v v (% |

agelsinu deldimefisenunanisdaduduaiiugnssuilunseninsdninoudwuglulszeins

v v Y

(ranking) I8N IATUAUFAIAIANUINTINALTIE NI IVANTUNINANUAAUYI DA DL VBN A Y
fdmiudnuaeaeg Fstisiiuanudulalunisfniiendaiongdesialdnuaselulusunsunis

USudsaiuglauuveaussinelng susrdwmaliinanuinamdnieiiugnssusinisidduansze g

¥

o 1 r-:l' Y 3 Aa « v =2 ) a o 1 (% &
TITUNAAAT ANUU GUEJi,IUaVllIEJEﬂ,u‘ljﬁ]ﬁ!Uu@]ﬂﬁ’mqiﬂuqiﬂimUﬂq5‘U§8Lllu&lﬁﬂ’]i‘l/l’]U’]‘EJﬂ’]WUﬁqﬂﬁiiJ"ﬂIUiJ

nsdnduaulamagidududend msunisdmdeniunenug (selection candidates) 59ufianis

Uszillunavasguiuunisiiadayadlulndvesudlaiioiuvunveslszynssnass n1sfnyiaTaiids

o s A

= =2 a ° v = 5 v Y a1
TingUsrashiiiofnvinaveanisidsuuvasiuindeyadlulndveswlalulseuinsdnsdeioniny

WalugI0eAMUEN TTATUNKAENTINBUA VRN ImeATugNTTY

MG EVIGERETEERR

o/

dayadnuuzunguasnuiuszda (Phenotypes and pedigree)

u

TayavIaNYAYNITINAREAUINY aeAUTENOULIUN ALEANYTIRUS LazUs1e udd

Toyanugusedd lnunnnseuugiuteyalaunvesddnmalulagdinmnisudnuadnd nsuuadnd

Y 9

Felddmiumsussiliuiugnssulauuveslseng Jeyadnuaensiinandndiug lawn YSunamiuy
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(milk yield, MY) asfUszneutiug 3 dnwas Téun Wesifusluiu (fat percentage, FP) wWosidus
1Ushu (protein percentage, PP) wazesifusvaaudaionun (total solid percentage, TP) @313
anysalitug Idun engiilonaengnadausn (age at first calving, AFC) wazgusns Teur azuuuguing
521 (final score, FS) TnedoyadnunsdTuuiuuuaresdusznavtumdutoyanandmiuuluty
yaguUTIBiaU (test day records) vadtaulusaumsliunadausn dsnaongnlusening wa. 2536
- 2564 Toyadnuay AFC launandeayanisnauiion N139333vie9 wazn1sinaugniinlusening
WA, 2505 - 2564 drdoyadnuney FS Idnandoyadnunrsuiesulaluseumslvuuadausn
Famaangnluseningd wa. 2545 - 2564 Wislldyadeyafimunzanlunsiiaseyt vhnsnseaey
oyanuATues adani uavaniz (2563) uay Buaban et al. (2020) Bonyadoyatiasysalfasinuns
ATIRERULEI1 “Toyatmuiin (whole dataset)” neyndeyaifin dwiu MY Sdwiu 232,425 feya
(1n1A 32,962 §1) paRUsENOULILL T3UIU 222,346 Taya (A1nlA 31,338 63) AFC d91u7u

113,040 Yaya (31nlA 113,040 M) Uay FS {311 16,276 Jeya (3nla 16,276 ¢) (Table 1)

wa al

4 o 3 a 6§ o U U %4 .d’( = 14 U a.'/

Poyanuguseianlilumsiengvidmsuynanvaraiadulaensdudeunduly 3 43e1e
(generation) A ndniniivayatuiindnuuzUsing fadu Jalldniluyadeyaiuiuseindmsu MY
U 67,205 f1 99AUTENBUUIUY F1UIU 64,983 fia AFC 911724 208,943 §7 way FS 911U

41,165 $1 ANLRRYYIENWULRANYILERAILY Table 1

Table 1. A summary description of test-day milk-production traits (based on a 305-d basis),

age at first calving and final score; and their respective pedigree-based estimates of heritability

Trait ! No. of No. of records  Mean (SD) ? No. of Heritability *
animals with animals in
records pedigree
MY, kg 32,962 232,425 14.11 (4.59) 67,205 0.52
FP, % 31,338 222,346 3.57 (0.96) 64,983 0.15
PP, % 31,338 222,346 3.12(0.38) 64,983 0.22
TP, % 31,338 222,346 12.11 (2.20) 64,983 0.20
AFC, month 113,040 113,040 31.94 (5.74) 208,943 0.21
FS, score 16,276 16,276 69.66 (5.40) 41,165 0.03

' MY = test-day milk yield; average FP = fat percentage; PP = protein percentage; TP = total solid
percentage, AFC = age at first calving, FS = final score
“Mean and SD were calculated based on all records for each trait.

? Heritability for MY, FP, PP, and TP were based on 305-d basis
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%’agaﬁi‘uu (Genomic information)

tayadlulvndlannnisasiamanuwanimiaiugnssuluseauilug (single nucleotide
polymorphisms, SNPs) 993lauss1862a28 Illumina BovineSNP50 BeadChip (Illumina Inc., San
Diego, CA, USA) 1383%u 2 (58,609 SNPs) %38 110574 3 (53,218 SNPs) tnewdonld SNPs fiumileuu
MnsABInDsdu $1uam 50,908 SNPs muAmamnwdayadlulydfelusunsy PREGSFI0 (Misztal
etal, 2018) laurl call rate 0.9 d1nfuits SNPs wazdadnd arudsadagos (minor allele
frequency, MAF) >0.05 n15eananguna Hardy-Weinberg (ANULANF9TENINIAINA T AN TS
LazAINATIA8nm) <0.15 MInAeuANTALE s5EMIeg Wl (parent-progeny conflict)
ntudaLen SNPs ﬁhjmwﬁwLmﬁwu?ﬂuw%agjuuim‘[uiszmL‘wmaﬂ (unmapped and non-
autosomal SNPs) ﬁ’qgu%aaﬂaﬁiuiwﬂﬁ'ﬁmﬂﬁz’j”‘imiwﬁé’ﬂwmzmﬂﬁmaN'ﬁm}mmaz AFC

Usenauaiednidnuiu 2,774 77 (42,097 SNPs) laednenugla 183 63 uazuila 2,591 67 wag

(% (3

dmiudnuag FS ToTuudeyanindnidiuiu 2,171 67 (42,087 SNPs) lagidneiugla 183 67

a

warwiila 2,188 61 Fadeyadlulnlnenudamnarululaiinszningd w.e. 2503 - 2559 dudeyad

4

Tulnduailalaunainlafiinseningd w.e. 2543 - 2560 Yoyadlulndneiuiusenaunlsnonug

1 1 v ea a = 1 LY 1 1 & A a & v
AaUszing wazweugiinlulseina deiaiuglulseimadiulngidulansunisigadiugnssuly
(Y 6 vV v |

lUsunsummaaeugnanvesnsuadnd wilanndiniideyadlulndideyatuiinillulnddmsy

kY

[

NWUENAN

nsdnyadayadlulndusila

e

'
= a

ieAnwinavasnsiinduiuteyadlulnduilalulssyinsssdwiensvimneaniugnssy
= = o 6 o L4 d' o
Fluy Jsimunaniun1salinass 6 an1unsal (Table 2) WBNTIVADUNAVBITIUIUKAL FULUUTDY
nsiiudeyadlulndudle TnglEuanussunssdantiameteyadlulndlaneiugivinuuy (scenario
1)y W adeyadlulndudlarlvludssyinsdredufuuwuuasay (updating reference

population) Anvayadlulndudlanguitinfauwst w.e. 2543 - 2550 dwsuaaiunisaling W

'
a

Wiudeyadlulndudlaiifnlunng 2 U dannudlaluaniunisalneunt audadlaiinl w.ea. 2558
gnAI8E1YY scenario 2 Wiintayadlulndnquuidlaiifindusdd wa. 2543 - 2550 wWlusudiu
Joyadlulndnewus scenario 3 tudeyadlulnduslafiiind w.a. 2551 - 2552 unTeiiads
scenario 6 Fadiudeyadlulndudlaiiinl w.a. 2557 - 2558 laeil scenario 6 Usenaumedoyaily
Indanuailarianuawazela sUkuunsiindeyadlulndulatuvasaudna1afiansunainmenai
Tawadlezisulinandanwiony 2 U lneuszuna Janisesnwuuguiliuiisinisdiassaniunisel
A e o sd vy 1 G ' ava a T 5 O a
\efnwmuingUszasanaslivindu Tngenauandeainnisuf iaasdlundas Udsilatuideuazgn

A a & A 2 o 1 a t1
a17Anantusunsu progeny test azgnidentitaliufiognmsiadiulng



Table 2. Amount of genomic information in reference population to assess effects of cow
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genotypes on genomic predictions

Scenario Detail * Number of genotyped cows
Milk yield and Fs?
components
and AFC*
1 Males only (n=183) 0 0
2 Males + females born from 2543 to 2550 203 202
3 Males + females born from 2543 to 2552 591 587
4 Males + females born from 2543 to 2554 1,068 1,048
5 Males + females born from 2543 to 2556 1,552 1,467
6 Males + females born from 2543 to 2558 2,275 1,938

' Number of genotyped bulls was the same for all traits and all scenarios (183 bulls). The remaining
genotyped animals were in validation population. Year of birth was based on the Buddhist Era.

%2 AFC = age at first calving, FS = final score
Tumanneann (Statistical models)

lunadmiuiiaesianyarUSinalazesdusznoviiug Idlunaiunaaeuannssiuudy

(random regression test-day model, RR-TDM) @1%135UN157LAS18W A 2875 WUUA 1AL (pedigree-

'
=

based) war3F7 19 UoyaTlunsu (genomic based) wWuUTURBULAEINE ssGBLUP (SS-RR-TDM)

Fepanenulunanidlunisussliuiugnssulauuves nsudadnd (nsudadnd, 2564) uaz Buaban et

[

al. (2021) T¥n15iimsesiviazaneaie (single-trait analysis) LitaAuInALINTTY TnalugUves

(%
v A

Wnsneanalanadl
y = X;b; + X;,b, + Vh+Za+ Wp +e, (1)

lng y Ao LAwmesvastuiindeyaluiunaasuvesdnuae MY, FP, PP uag TP, by Aalinines

s [ P

Y9IdNTNAAINT sUTENBUAIY NeNaLTIEN-U-ganafinaen naunug-naue1einaen, b, Ae
¢ "W a £ ‘:4' . Ay [ o e ]
NWMBSYRIAENUITEANSN1IANNBEAITIYBY Legendre polynomials (LPs) Ndeusglunguius-ngu
a a ¢ a a | a P a ¢
9187 Aaen, h AoLINnasvesdninaduiiledan §e-U-lhounagey, a uay p ABLINABIT VDY
duUsvANINIIIRNRERUUENYRY LPs Ndauiunsludninailiasainiiugnssy wasdainaeunids
AINAIAU, e ABLINLABS YUDIANUARTIALAR U (residuals), X4, X, V, Z Lagz W @9 incidence
matrices @onAa It U UBNTNANNA1IUNT19AY a1 uvad LPs FadumwUseiusiy (covariates)
vaatadumsinasdadeguidaviuaniuliuulagly LPs d1dufl 3 (constant, linear, quadratic wag
cubic) dusudnwurUTUINUIUY LazsAUTEnaUUIuN d1usuednswalu a waz p A1vun

auyAgulianuwUsusIuvesdnsnalu e dawvindunaeanistiud (homogeneity of residual
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variances) LiisanAmdudeauvedluing Msilasgisnes SS-RR-TOM Tideyaillulnd Wuguszia
srufudoyadlulnilumsussidiuiugnssy lnsfiuv3nduesemduiusmeiugnssusevinadnilu
WugUsedA (numerator relationship matrix, A) qmmuﬁ'é’amw%‘ﬂsﬁ H (realized relationship
matrix) fivauierAuduiusvesdniluuning A Waduuvindamuduiusniedlug G (senomic
relationship matrices) (Lourenco et al., 2020) wv3ng H gﬂéﬁ’mufdmLﬁaammmaﬂamaqmsﬁﬂma
paAsfiuandlilu Buaban et al. (2021) Anstugnssuvesdarinefdmiuinumensliuandntiu
LLazaqﬁﬂizﬂauf’mmqﬂﬁ’m'smaaﬂmﬂuﬁyugwumamﬁﬁuqmmﬁ 305 U (305-d EBV @5y
RR-TDM 138 305-d GEBV @3y SS-RR-TOM) Taer1iugnssud 305 Ju d1wdu MY duamainen

Ly [y

WusnssuavauanTuliuud 5 79 305 (DIM 5 to 305) wavldAaasluseunislsu (DIM 5 to 305)

]

dusuanwaresnUsenauiiuyl (FP, PP way TP)

Luaadadnd (animal model) gnlddmsuiiasgidnuae AFC wag FS §9Usegniuiain
lunalunsussdiviugnssulauuvensudadnd (nsudadnd, 2564) waritldlay andani uazane
(2563) Y1N153LATIERAIUTTUUUA WAL (Best linear unbiased prediction, BLUP) wag3dUsziiiu

v

usNIINTIUULUY ssGBLUP tieAuIniA1 EBV uag GEBV mwaau Tumatuguveauninduansle

2 &J
U
y =Xb+ Vh+Zu+e, (2)
lng y Aanamasvasuiintaya AFC 39 FS, b AoLinnasuedninaniil Usenausiey
a oA a v & W | . ) v ) | a o a
U-ioufinaengn nguiug fauussiu (covariates) vasiuluy duussiuvesenyiinuasuseiiiy

5U97 (linear and quadratic terms) dmsudnumy FS uio T-ieu vosnsnauiionndusn way
nauWug dwiudnwae AFC, h Aelnunosvesdvinaduidesainmienauiion-gs-U-Fouiiiauas
Uspifiugusne dwisudnua FS vie deTrasnsuamitonadiuen dmsudnumy AFC, u fonninos
vosniwaguiid 099 ndninanieiugnssnvesiadad (EBV dmsu BLUP way GEBV d w3y
ssGBLUP), e ﬁanﬂLG\@%SU@W@W%ML?»?%, X, V uway Z Av incidence matrices ﬁaaﬂﬂé’aaﬁuﬁ’u
SvBwaiinauninediy

Us2u1A193A YN0 UT0IA1NLUTUTIU (variance components) #1875 Average
information restricted maximum likelinood (AI-REML) Taglaluswnsy AIREMLF90 (Misztal et al.,
2018) ymsieseiueniardnuuslagldisuvusaiudisgadona whole datasets wazluna
wiloufuildlumsussifiuiugnssutneiu ufainisvestumanas (mixed model equation, MME)
ilomdmeuresann1sielusunsy BLUPFOO (Misztal et al, 2018) Adnsiiugnssu (heritability)

dmsuanuadz MY, FP, PP, TP, AFC uag FS 1wnv 0.52, 0.15, 0.22, 0.20, 0.21 wag 0.03 auanau (Table 1)
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N13ATIVFBUNANITNIUIBAINUTNTTU (Validation of predictions)
n1saseyndayalszyInIngIEey (Validation population)

a¥1syndeyauszvInInsIaaey (validation population) Lioldlunisnsrvaounavosng
vihueamiugnssy lnenmsdadeyaillulndlurag 6 Ygavine (Useana 1 §291) senanyadeya
whole dataset 13sngadoyailviedin “yadoyauisdu (partial dataset)” 1ng partial dataset
Usgnouseteyailulndfivuiineudsd w.a. 2559 (d1w3u MY, FP, PP, TP Uag FS) uag W.A. 2558
(dm3u AFO) Turudnduazdruiutoeyaillulndluyndeoya partial datasets ogluts 47.0 fia
64.3% uaz 47.0 §4 60.1% 189 whole datasets sugdu fatiy Uszensnaasuisusznaudae

wrindiamedeyaiudusein wasdoyadlulnd () wildiiveyaillulnd

]

miﬁﬂwm%’jﬂﬂfau%miﬂimﬁum’mL.La,iue]’ﬂumiﬁ’]maﬁﬂﬁuqﬂiimLLazmif{Tmé’uﬁUImwmli
91g1an (young bulls) ilen1sdmdenluraeiilamadsliddoyanandnvasgnan dslunis
Ussiduitugnssunuudadu Tamdrdazgndnidenlaglddwiugnssundsvesweuasua (parent
average, PA) Lﬁaﬁm’haﬂﬂmmu progeny test ﬁ?%ﬂﬂiiﬂﬂLWﬁﬂiﬁliﬁTmi’Jﬁ]ﬁ@UNaﬂﬁﬁﬂu’JEJﬂ"]
ftugnssu (validation bulls) lulanuuengiiosdeglulssrninsaasuiAndeudd n.e. 2551 fs
2555 Tnglanguilulameadiiniunsaasugnam ffeyadlulnd uasinuusiuidmguivoad
EBV (1ias1gimne whole datasets) 8e19tdae 0.90 dmsu MY, FP, PP, TP uay AFC uag 0.75 dmsu

v v =

FS et lalungy validation bulls Lifiteyaduiinilulndvesgnariluyadeya partial datasets
widgnanndveyavuiinilulndluyadeya whole datasets lng validation bulls 31U 18
(@ mu FS) 19 26 6 (s MY) M5inTeuyAtayaLions @ UNAYBINITYINIUIEAIRUTNTTY

(@08196M5U MY, FP, PP, TP uag FS) uanadlu Figure 1

A. Whole dataset 2559 2564
Pedigree
Genotype @ - — — — — — — - — — |——— - — — — — >
Phenotype oo e >

B. Partial dataset 2559 2564
Pedigree >
Genotype @ - c m m e e e e e m e m == >
Phenotype e N

Reference animals Validation animals
Figure 1. An illustration of whole (A) and reduced datasets (B) for the validation of predictions

(for 305-d milk yield, milk components and age at first calving). Year was based on the Buddhist Era.
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35N1INTIVTDUNANITVINUIYAINUINTTU (Validation methods)

ilemsraaeunavesnsifiateyailulndulasensiunsaiugnssy T¥vannsves linear
regression method (LR method) (Legarra and Reverter, 2018) fai3suiisudniugnssuvesngs
validation bulls Aifnwaildainnisussiufisnstudemadfnieg Tngld LR method wWisuieu
A1WUENTTN GEBY i Auanianyadeya whole way partial datasets siaelainadilidoyadlus
uenanil AuanAiugnesy BBV delunadaiy (alddeyadlun) :ngedoya whole uax partial
datasets iielfiUssuiiiounadilaiulunadilideyailuy lnsiSonaniugnssuitinseilaglideya
whole uay partial datasets 91 @, Uag @, MUAIRU fadu luudezdnunsinihnsinnesiteya
TneTBuuudada uarisnsvsaduiugnssuiluauuudunewieadie whole uay partial datasets
TnensUssifiuiugnssunuundsiag partial datasets vivluyadoyailulndiidrassnisifindiuou
Joyadlulndusllalulsznsdrdawuvazay 6 anunisel

Wisuifisunavesnsidindnudeyadlulnduialunsussiiuiugnssudlunlagldaaia
uiiugFmguivesaiugnisa (theoretical accuracy) 1AadAve$33 LR method fiduanlag
o fuNsUT B uiBuAINUEATIN T, UaE O, 1 BNTIABUNANITIUNBAINUEATTNENFU
validation bulls laun AdREIUYRIANLNUEIVBIAINUTNTTY (ratio of accuracies) WaLAINIS
N3918983ANNUEN T (dispersion) wagUszendbinann135ve9 LR method @195 UAIUIAT
anduIiusLTadusu (rank correlation)

1) AnuusiugLBmgeg (Theoretical accuracy)

ANULIUENTING U] (Mpaiviauar) DUAMLLLLEWBIARUTNITUTOIERTTIE6 Falgunann
AAMNLUTUTILYBIAINARIALAA DLUYBINTYINUNY (prediction error variance, PEV) (Misztal and
Wiggans, 1988) n13A1uIas PEV 8@ aLuns ndduuszdns (coefficient matrix) 19310150
FamuralldainTusunsy BLUPF9O (Misztal et al., 2018) WIAWARY Tingividual dmsulalungu
validation bulls luusiazanumsaivesmsiiiadeyadlulndusilalulszvnséeds

2) ANERFUNUSLTIOUAY (Spearman’s rank correlation)

Aavduiudidesuiulddmsunsnaeunundiendstuvesdududnd (ranking) Tnsusu
sheatugnIsuildanmsUssliuiugnssuiiniaiy 33nsusudu uazuSunaudeyadlulndi
sraif) Tunsinuluadsd Aanduiudidesuduldianuannsoredismsussdiuiugnssudld
Uinateyadlulndfisnaiu (scenario 1 - 6) sensdndusiulalungy validation bulls AuImaIN
Spearman’s rank correlation (rs)5g%314A1WUgNT54 (GEBV %30 EBV) 731A5199 828 partial
uaz whole datasets dwsulalunga validation bulls thufie wWisuiisunmsindusuilolaiideyalsl

v 6

auysel (partial datasets) fuilalawanifivayaauysal (whole dataset) A1 s Wlna 1 ¥t

Y Y



ANUATIEATTUVBINITINSUAUTRINIEAINUENTTNALAAINNITIATIERNAAAY (Wufe Usuanda
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ANNULLLElUNTInouUAUER )
3) ANFIUVBIANNULUEIVRIAIWUINTIU (Ratio of accuracies)
Ardnaiuresmuiugvesriugnssy Wumanduiudiiesdusening @, waz 4, (u,,)

dwsulalungy validation bulls Famuinainyadeua partial Wag whole datasets anuanu gl

CCp

AT UdRdIuYasANRI U Ve O, fie 4, %38 AN Py,p @11130UIUBNEIAIY

cCy
damAmaad (consistency) SUENﬂ"lﬁuqﬂiﬁuﬁﬂizLﬁuﬁ]’lﬂﬂ%\iﬁﬁhﬂﬁ’u (U NSUTBEIURUTNTTUAY
Tuna/38m3 uazUSnadeyaiisnetu) @ b, fige >0.70 uansimsUszidiuiiugnssuseyadeya
partial dataset (fnillulndoen) Wnaideudrdlndifsstunisldyndoyaauysal (whole dataset)
(Macedo et al,, 2020a) luvFunvasAnunluasadl dadruvesarundudivesdiugnssudagn
UszgndlfiflowSeuifisunavesnsifindoyadlulndullaluussannsdnadesionsinneasiugnssy
un InoiSsuiisuaniugnssuitieneildandeyaifidnoudoyadlulniuilatesndt (partial
dataset Tu scenarios 1 - 6) ﬁusﬁayjaﬁiu%ﬂuﬂﬂﬁwm (whole dataset) §ae1 B, ,, Ngaa133n
Yawenisnruiioanevesdoyadlulniusisiugiiiudluluussnsdredslunmsvhuneasiugnsy
luswianvasdn

4) AMN1INTTINYVDIAINUFNTIN (Dispersion)

AINITNTEANVBIAINUTNTTN TYUsuanfianIwlifieond (unbiasedness) vasr1vinuney
Wugnssy (Avugnssuliiions ilo estimated breeding values = true breeding values) Jal#an
AduUsEANE N3annee (regression coefficient, b,) oA iugnssy a4, fo 4, dmiulelungu
validation bulls @sfmanisves b, = 1 Wensviuneaiugnssulifiend Taeyin b, <1 vsuen
Iensitugnssu @, In3nsEanedn (MEevunn magnitude) figaninund (over-dispersion) @ by, >1
UatirAneugnssy @, 1135038918 (M30UUR) fivinI1UAR (under-dispersion) (Macedo et al,,
2020a)

aa 1

N159AN1TTRYA N15ILATIEaliAn 199 (WU descriptive statistics, Spearman’s rank
I

correlation Wag Pearson's correlation) wagnsAuinidudeu o1delusunsumeadiidnsagy R (R

Core Team, 2020)
Naﬂ"lﬁwﬂaa\ulﬁ&’aﬂqiﬁﬁ
ANIUENTINg ] (Theoretical accuracy)

1 d' 1 o a = 1 [} 1
Table 3 Lan9A1LR8 820IANMUMIUENTING Y] Tinaiiaua) VOIRNUTNTTUVRILATUNGY
validation bulls MUszanaeluwaLuuasas (EBY) waglunanldvayadluy (GEBY) 8931A51e9

meUsyrnsandeiiiTiuiudeyadlulndualawandeiu dusudnwaeg MY, FP, PP, TP, AFC



Table 3. Average theoretical accuracy (v, ;......) Of estimated breeding values based on pedigree (EBV) or genomic information (GEBV) with

L

different information from cow genotypes; and analyzed using whole or partial datasets (SD in parentheses)

C

(©)

..m Trait ' No. of No. of Pedigree  Genomic- Pedigree- Genomic-partial (GEBV}) 6

B Validation ~ Daughters  -Whole Whole partial .

W itk 2 (EBV,)®  (GEBV,)® (EBV,) 5 Scenl Scen2  Scen3 Scend Scen5 Scené
m MY 26 71 (37) 0.93(0.02) 0.94(0.01) 0.62 (0.18) 0.77 0.77 0.78 0.79 0.79 0.80
3 (009  (0.08) (008)  (0.08) (007 (007
.w FP 23 76 (38) 0.93(0.02) 0.95(0.02) 0.69 (0.13) 0.80 0.81 0.82 0.83 0.86 0.89
£ 007 (007 (006)  (0.06)  (0.05)  (0.03)
mv», PP 23 70 (38) 0.96 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.80 (0.08) 0.87 0.87 0.88 0.89 091 0.93
E (006)  (006) (005 (005  (0.08)  (0.02)
m TP 22 73 (38) 0.94 (0.02) 0.95(0.01) 0.71(0.12) 0.82 0.82 0.84 0.85 0.87 0.90
£ 007 (007 (006 (005 (005  (0.03)
mm AFC 25 107 (31) 0.94 (0.01) 0.95(0.01) 0.62 (0.14) 0.74 0.74 0.75 0.76 0.76 0T
© (0.09) (009 (009  (0.08)  (0.08)  (0.08)
m FS 18 224 (95) 0.82 (0.04) 0.85(0.03) 0.51(0.12) 0.66 0.66 0.67 0.68 0.69 0.70
3 007  (007) (007  (0.07  (0.06)  (0.06)
B Average 23 103 0.92 094 0.66 T 0.78 0.79 0.80 0.81 0.83

' MY = 305-d milk yield; FP = fat percentage; PP = protein percentage; TP = total solid percentage, AFC = age at first calving, FS = final score

? Average number of daughters of validation bulls

® EBV,, = estimated breeding values from whole datasets; * GEBV,, = genomic estimated breeding values from whole datasets

< EBV,, = estimated breeding values from partial datasets; 5 GEBV, = genomic estimated breeding values from partial datasets

" Scen1 = only genotyped bulls in reference population (RP), scen2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 = inclusion of genotyped cows bom from 2543 to 2550, 2552, 2554, 2556,
and 2558 (the Buddhist Era), respectively, in the bull reference population
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¥

uag FS Imﬂ"ﬂﬂLﬁaﬁmimﬂ'%aﬁlamﬂnﬂé’ﬂwmz WU ANRRY Tongividual maqﬁwﬂ’uqﬂimﬁl@
nateya whole datasets (Efoyaflulndanysal) fargs lasan EBV fildanisuuudaiud
ANRBY Tinaividuar (0.92, range = 0.82 — 0.96) MINIIANABY Tingiviauar T8I GEBV (0.94, range =
0.85 - 0.97) #ilsanisilideyadlumdnies Anuwiudwesnsvihueluszdugafinainingn
Srurugnanveselansaaauiinifivme ($1uaugnana wde 70 §s 224 #, Table 3) uonanil
ﬂmmmm&iwuaam’mmiu&]’wL%wqwﬁmaﬁﬂwmzﬁﬁﬂmé’q%agjﬁ’ué’mﬂﬁuqﬂﬁm lagagLiu
ANRBY Tingividua AVSUSNBQL FS ﬁﬂ'wi"wﬁ'zjm (0.82 ag 0.85 115U EBV way GEBV anud1su)
iesaniisnsiugnssureudien (0.03) Uszneuiu Fs fusinadeyaillulnddesnindnuazdug

(Table 2)

i eviueaugnssulaeldtoyai dailulndanyatoyaldueen (partial datasets)
iledassantunisainsussidiuiusnsnluvasivielnengdsios A1 GEBV filsnnmsiiasizvisne
Hoyadlulnivisnun (scenario 6: iToyailulndriewusuazulaiome) faruuiugudmauiine
ldsannynanwae (0.83) gsniAfananives EBV (0.66) flFnnisUssifiuiugnssunuud i
(pedigree-based) Tnefinsiiiadu vesd Tindividuar *¥110U 0.17 (gain in accuracy: Tingividauar Of
GEBV - Tinaividuar OF EBV) (= 25.7%) ﬁ'ﬁm’mLL@JuETwL%wqwﬁﬁiﬁﬁnﬂmiﬁﬂwﬂiuﬂ%ﬁqmd’]ﬁLﬂ&J
swanlinountillas andasi uavany (2563) uar Buaban et al. (2021) ivhuweaAugnITuves
Tunlnedmiudnuaziientu wa GEBV (way EBV) 7131A51%#e whole waz partial datasets
anaiinudanariaiiesanuiinadoyaililunisinueaifnniu (adeyadlulnduagilulnd)
YNAIDYINYU é’wmuﬁmiﬁﬁSﬁa%aﬁiulwﬂﬁm%'ué’ﬂwmz MY AU 876 wag 2,774 ¢ Tun1sAnen

989 Buaban et al. (2021) kagNISANYIIUASIN AUa1AU

[ 4

naveImsiinsudeyailulnduilalusanssrededenisviunersugnssy diinse
éj’amjﬁ"i’ljaga partial datasets (scenario 1 - 6) Lﬁaﬁmsmmmﬂé’ﬂwmz WU’J'%W'WLQ’EIEJ Tindividual
mm/lﬂamumiaiﬁﬁmmﬁwﬁ’fayjaﬁiulwﬂLL@JI@IuUizmmé’Nﬁa Findividuar = 0-78 — 0.81 Tu
scenarios 2 — 5) ﬁﬁ'wqmdwLﬁ'aﬂizmmé’wﬁqﬁLaww%’ayuaﬁiulwﬂ%qwgﬁuﬁ: (Tinaiviauar = 0.77
1w scenario 1) LLﬁ%QQﬂ’j’lﬂ’lﬁﬂiSLﬁuﬁlﬂ%%LLUUﬂzﬂLam Findividual = 0-66) 10EANAAY Tingividual
ADEe qﬁummﬁwmu%gaﬁiﬂwﬂLL@JI@ﬁ;JWﬂG’?Tu AnLdu 0.5% (scenario 2) 1.9% (scenario 3) 3.0%
(scenario 4) 4.9% (scenario 5) uag 7.0% (scenario 6) Wla3suiisuiunslddoyadlulnivosmo
fufifinset i (scenario 1) wagmaiisdusdanan Aadu 17.3 - 25.5% flewssuifivuiunis
Uszifiuiugnasuuuudaiy dddinagenndestudefinnsmidunednvme (fu dwsudnume My
(FS) AWAAY Tinaipiduas WU 0.77 (0.66), 0.78 (0.67) wae 0.80 (0.70) 15U scenarios 1, 3, way

6 snuadv) Wumirduned dwiudnwasnislinandmiug il MY aeidnsmiugnssuganiy



usirnAasiu lunsyunetugnssualu (0.77 - 0.80) sndndnuass FP (0.80 - 0.89), PP (0.87
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- 0.93) uag TP (0.82 - 0.90) Fav19uina1n MY iludnwaeiignanidoneg 19 dudu (intensely
selected trait) Tuuszvnstauuvadng F9aennaodnusieauued Lourenco et al. (2014) ANUIN
ANANULT B UVDINSYIUNEE MU nwarUS Ul ukaz USunalusAudiasninanwaizUSuned

[

W e vsualuduuazusinalsfududnvasigndndensgradutuludssinslauuiug
loaalnivesUszimedasien uazaennaediu VanRaden et al. (2009) uag Bijma (2012) aguin
AN B UL 9U89N1YINUNETUTNTTU (realized reliability) 9138AAININANANNLY BT ULTS

MY (AENFSITDIVDY Tinamiauar) ONENvsTwTudNYENgnAndenlnenss

guiulddn wifiduaudoyadlulniwilalusssnsdredaiududusaunnn e
Wiguiiguiuduiudeyadlulndneiug (wu Swiudeyadlulndviela windu 183 d diuduiu
Toyadlulnduala windu 203, 1,068 wag 2,275 A3 Tu scenarios 2, 4, way 6 AUEIAU d1915U
SnwurUTmnanaresdusznauiium) uiauuiusudmauivesaiugnssudmiu validation
bulls WingstudniioeilowFouisuiunsdiifoyadiulndvelafivsegiaien (maximum gain ~
7%) GeaonndasiuAmuidesiy (reliability) Aifistudisadntdosrnnsifiudoyailulnduiaud
lusailunsussdiuiiugnssalag Lourenco et al. (2014) Fsnasananinainaurvesdoyasinla
medloiitosninlamey ondrmiuidesiuvesaniugnssudishninlameadiiunisnaasugn
417 (Misztal et al,, 2013: Boichard et al., 2015) §atju Ussrnsgredwaslamadlosssndudoed
yunlnginiwedlameagesrannitelildnuusiugwosnisyhuneiugnssuiivitu (Boichard et
al,, 2015) Boichard et al (2015) a3alifiuin dmdudnwaeifisnswiusnssusiniy 0.30 uagusl
Tafideyaiilulndnilsfoya (single records) azdadlddoyadlulndusila S1utu 21 & iloloils
Usinadeyaifisuirfuelafiniunsma aeugnanimilaindiilen reliability vesAnmiugnssuvitiy
0.90 uagsuaudoyadlulniuileiidosnisfindnandumndduilosnsniugnsmuiidshas Tne
Pryce et al. (2012) lészanaamanudesiurasnmsviuneiionngatuds 7% e doyailulndusl

1A 10,000 1 Taudiudeyadlulndviela 3,000 i

wan1sAnudinud mslideyailulniusilasmsumelalunisfnidensiedluniiofinvuin
Usernsssdathefivanuusiuivasriiusnssy aeandesiunatildannisfnuieuntdhildmsy
Snuwaziendu Wy msfnululauuiugleadlatvesssmeooanndenuaudetuiaiv 4 -
8% (Pryce et al., 2012) n1sfnwlulauniugleadladveslssinadasiealny Lourenco et al.
(2014) finuianudedudvtudsaintes ussnaiisemilulauuiuginosdvomnaulsunaues
Anfinuanuifesiufiudy 1.9 - 4.5% (Gao et al, 2015) udsiniwafisseulilulauuiugisves
UseinAuT@adanuinnnudeshudfisdy 14% (Boison et al,, 2017) Wiy naannsanelundaild

(%

AN UTDIAIULLUSIHINITUIINITANBINDUNLNT LARAINUTZUINTHIBITVUIAEANNTILIN (919



Tayadlulndlameauasvineide) Mall nmsfinduvesanumiugiwandsfudaifitvuinlseyins
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g98emredayadlulvdlamadelunis@nyisne Yrasduegduduiudeyadlulndnenugly
Us1n5919840Y wazdndiuvesdoyadlulnduilaniindnluluuseynsdade (Gao et al., 2015)

IneflaUseynseedaliiuiuteyadlulndneiuguiniisananad NsiuTuresnULeuYea

v

wgnssuiilumnnadugululauleadalaiveslssimaansgowsni (Cooper et al, 2015) wananl
F5nsvsolunanldlun1sussiduiugnIsunuaneaiu (Y multi-step wag sing-step) U19¢dl

dvanasenaansniaannsiiudeyadlulndlameilislulssvnsensdaneuiuy
ANEVENNUSITIdUAY (Rank correlation)

Table 4 LaniA1AULUUENTUNTIATUAUTRIAIUAINUGNTTN BILAAINIEAT Spearman’s
rank correlation (r5) sEWineAugNTsUNIATIENINYATRYA partial waz whole datasets lagld
15 WOTnIEAUAINARIEAGTY (degree of similarity) ¥v8an13indudulalungy validation bulls
v W v v a A Y & aa a ° v = 6 a1 o
AEAINUENIIUTLAIINN YT UN AL (TS NsUsELiY wagduudeyadlulndasieiu)

lngily Weiansananyndneaenuiaiadeves re dmsulalungy validation bulls lda1nnTs

'
1o

Uszilluiugnssukuunasy (0.26) fiAne

NIMvhneiugnssudluaildamedeyadlulndneiug

]

¥ I~

(0.38 Tu scenario 1) waginindledimsvindeyadlulniusdladnluluyszansérsda (0.40 - 0.47

¥ '
= IS a a

U scenarios 2 - 6) A 7 TwuilduasdulloUszyinsanedadduiudeyadlulndudlauiny
Haflausaledn FBnsUseliuiugnIsuwuy ssGBLUP wasnsiiudeyadlulnduwiladilluuszyins

919949 (scenarios 2 — 6) YU R UAIMUAINITOIUNISINTUAUEAILE BLUS Ui B uN UNISUSELIU

WUGNITULUUALANAmMTUSNYENANW

Table 4. Estimates of Spearman’s rank correlations (rg) between estimated breeding values (EBV

or GEBV) analyzed using partial and whole datasets; and with different information from cow

genotypes
Method * Scenario ? Trait
MY FP PP TP AFC FS Average

Genomic Scenl 0.65 0.49 0.41 0.35 0.28 0.14 0.38
Scen2 0.66 0.42 0.49 0.45 0.29 0.21 0.42
Scen3 0.72 0.39 0.47 0.36 0.30 0.17 0.40
Scend 0.72 0.44 0.49 0.45 0.30 0.15 0.43
Scen5 0.76 0.40 0.68 0.58 0.29 0.15 0.47
Scen6 0.75 0.36 0.62 0.64 031 0.14 0.47

Pedigree - 0.58 0.24 0.39 0.22 0.13 0.01 0.26

' Genomic = genomic-based evaluations, Pedigree = traditional pedigree-based evaluations
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+ ©

% Scent = only genotyped bulls in reference population (RP), scen2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 = inclusion of
genotyped cows born from 2543 to 2550, 2552, 2554, 2556, and 2558 (the Buddhist Era), respectively, in
the bull reference population
> MY = 305-d milk yield; FP = fat percentage; PP = protein percentage; TP = total solid percentage, AFC =
age at first calving, FS = final score

deofinnsansednuvay wuindleiiuteyadlulniwiladiluludssvinsdradaneius
(scenarios 2 — 6) dnwaurUauund 305 Ju fderudiiusveamsindusiulusedugs 0.66 -
0.75) wazgenindlewTeuiisuiuidloszunssedadiame doyadlulndviewus (0.65) lagen rg 3
wnlthgsiudevssrnsgrdadsunudoyailulndulamniu nededusuuteyadlulnul
TaiLAnaudad n.a. 2552 (A.6. 2009) W301INNI (scenarios 3 - 6) N3dAsuUFUTARIBAYIUE
wugnssuilunitldanyadeya partial datasets Aputnsdinnuadiendsduiunsindusiusenn
vhuneugnssuiluniildangadoya whole dataset Faiidoyadlulniuarilulndiiauysal (0.72 -
0.75 T scenarios 3 - 6) fatiu wafildanAanduiusdsusudmsudnune MY Seoranarudu
FoulldnsiunetugnsssdlunluewasdwiuTunaniund 305 u dnsulanuengtosde

Uszynsonedanddnnudeyadlulndudlanunniieamesiuduteyadlulndweniug (lu scenarios 3

L2 ¥ lﬂl

- 5) aunsagelinisdndududnigndesdmeauaisilioiUeuisuaviuneiugnssun laan

Y Y

a0 [ |

1 = | Sy a - & ¢
Prnaflawvaliveyananinuiuuvesgnan (whole datasets) Lunindunmnin luanuniself
Tgteyadlulnduwilananun (scenario 6) asilA1 g AnInlugnunsainiduiudeyadlulndudle
#e8n31 (scenario 5) W@NYUBY (15 = 0.75 wag 0.76 AUAINU) TIAUAUNIUAINA1IB1ANTULS

{9991n37119U validation bulls A31UUTNA

dmsudnuaizdug uenniloain MY meviuneaiugnssudluuveslangy validation bulls
Fouszansdnsdsgnuiinmuadiedeyadlulndusila (scenarios 2 - 6) fAanudusiusveanisin
dufuiigeninilevszanssrdaiiamz deyadlulndwesiug (scenario 1) Tnannslddoyadlulndusl
Teluguaudiuanenaiu a1 re frneglusgauliunanadmu FP (0.36 - 0.42) seauUunanediags
d1m3u PP uaw TP (0.36 - 0.68) szusndniu AFC (0.29 - 0.31) wagszfumnndIniu FS (0.14 -
0.21) Tnenndnwazfanannuanufuriuese 7 Weldsuiudeyadlulniuslaluanunisal
9 wudeasuiinuly MY Ssanansnesuneldlurihuenfestu n1sifiudiuau validation bulls 3n
FuthaztpanaufurILYeLE rs 9

lunansuFulsaiugdnd Aranduiusiddudvresalesiuuiiniuddgylaglddmiy
Wisuiflsuanunsdl (stability) vesaniugnssy Sanrmanansolunmsdndusude’ uaymsiaaeunis
WasuLUasduURUERT (re-ranking) lefinsiasuntadlunanioisnislumsussidiuiugnssy (wu
Schenkel et al., 2002; Zhang et al., 2010; Renzo et al., 2021) ImLﬂ%ﬂULﬁaUmﬁuqﬂﬁuﬁlmu

naudnifiaula wu dadnnda wewugynd weugerges n3e wewugtuas usdu dmsu



msfnwluasell MsiUSeuiisudusudniviilulangy validation bulls FsauyRbidusunuvadle
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viudsliddoyananinniofilulndvesgnan (ufe 1u selection candidates) lngluTeuliivy

msdndusulamaniifertugnssuilunitiesginndssensirdeifsunudoyediulnduiad
uAne9ffy (partial datasets: scenarios 1 - 6) Wisuifisuduidelawmariiifeyailulnignan (ang
5 - 7 3 TngUszan) wasideyadlulndiiauysal Giasizsidas whole dataset) IngUszgndld LR
method (Legarra and Reverter. 2018) dwisuiUSeulfisuaitugnasuiildannisussdivluadafisnedy
A8ANAIANFURUSIT S uAvadusuuY Inn1sduAutoyasuiIdenaunti eludin1sdnw
Wiguileunsindududaineanduiusigedusuluisnnaiusdegidle

o/

AdIUAULLIUEIVBIAINUINTIH (Ratio of accuracies)

Table 5. Estimates of ratio of accuracies (p,, ,) between estimated breeding values (EBV or

GEBV) analyzed using partial and whole datasets; and with different information from cow

genotypes
Trait >
Method ! Scenario *
MY FP PP TP AFC FS Average
Genomic Scenl 0.64 0.49 0.40 0.42 0.21 0.15 0.38
Scen2 0.65 0.44 0.46 0.45 0.22 0.17 0.40
Scen3 0.67 0.41 0.48 0.47 0.22 0.16 0.40
Scend 0.70 0.44 0.54 0.53 0.21 0.17 0.43
Scen5 0.72 0.37 0.65 0.59 0.19 0.14 0.44
Scen6 0.72 0.41 0.65 0.62 0.20 0.13 0.46
Pedigree - 0.62 0.20 0.43 0.21 0.14 0.09 0.28

! Genomic = genomic-based evaluations, Pedigree = traditional pedigree-based evaluations

25cent = only genotyped bulls in reference population (RP), scen2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 = inclusion of
genotyped cows born from 2543 to 2550, 2552, 2554, 2556, and 2558 (the Buddhist Era), respectively, in
the bull reference population

’ MY = 305-d milk yield; FP = fat percentage; PP = protein percentage; TP = total solid percentage, AFC =

age at first calving, FS = final score

Table 5 uansAdndvIANILILEwBIATUsNTTIvRdlANgY validation bulls Faidusn
anduussenineaugnIsufiiiaszsidieyadeya partial uay whole datasets (5,,,,) Iner1igs
(1Wu >0.70) Ysuenianuusiudilunsyiuneiiigailolinsgishedeya partial datasets wsiilaidl
Yoyanananvasgnan (Macedo et al, 2020a) Ingnnsaudafinnsanainyndnwauenuin n1s
Usztlluiugnssualuumeds ssGBLUP Teadsves Pw,p PUTEAUUIUNAS (0.38 - 0.46) %qqaﬂdw

dlalUSeumguiumsussiduiuuaady (0.28) uenanil msldteyaidlulndudlatiulunisimsey



(scenarios 2 - 6) dwwalitA py, ,, (0.40 - 0.46) gesnninsidiamezdeyadlulndweriug (0.38 Tu
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scenario 1) Ingmstiudunese g, Aoeq undunudiduamdnnudeyadlulndulefiuiniy
Fanailldduandifuinnsdadonielunies ssGBLUP uasmafiuuwinlsseinsdradedenis
dindeyadlulndusilauvuazan vilvavhueiugnssuvestafialndifsstualusuanuinninile
Wisusuiuisussiiuiugnssuuuudandildlidoyadiuy (na1iBnogremilsdio 35 ssGBLUP 1
Ussrnssedeiiamedeyailulndiediug uarideyadlulnduiiudiinuuvazay Tianuusiuglu
maviuneAfusnIsugandIuuuAnAY witeedtliideyafllulnduesgnan) Feaenadosiu
ASANIROUNTTINUINAS ssGBLUP 1ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ’m%aﬂﬂ’l’mLLﬁUET’]QQﬂ’J"ﬁ%LLUU%@LaN (Macedo et al,
2020a; Sungkhapreecha et al., 2021) 1n8 Sungkhapreecha et al. (2021) S1891UHANITUIUY
fugnssumInuieuveslaugnuasleadlmivesingdnis ssBLUP Andvisuuudaiuiisluiives
ANULIUEIVBINTYINIUNY ANERFINVRIAULIUEIVBIAITUENTTU kavA1eARYBINTYINIUEEINTY

anwauzUsunnIuy

ilefiansanTednuae nuldnvagiietesiunslinandnuiug a1 p,, , gendndnuauy
AFC waz FS Tuaniunisalfimilieudu sndisg1atuy mavsediuiugnssudluumedeyailulvdne

WugLileaeg1aie (scenario 1) A Py, , AUG 0.40 - 0.64 d1TU MY, FP, PP uay TP wazilen

[
(% |

Raue 0.15 - 0.21 d U AFC uae FS uaglinaaenndasiuluaniunisaiduy iufiurdaunadn
dnwauz MY A1, geitgailleiTouiisududnuardug luynaniunisal Tnedidn >0.70 Tu
scenario 4 - 6 (indeyadlulnduslaiiAnd w.a. 2554 - 2558 iluludsernsreadadiu) dauans
Tiiud dwdudnuarUmaniuud 305 Yu melifoyailulniulafiAnauded we. 2554 saily
mMsUseiluiugnssy (Gude lilideyadlulndusilaiiAnnded wa. 2554 vienguualagulal) e
vihunetugnssuvedlavijy validation bulls firdeudslndidssiuaniugnssulusuanluaeila
wianiiideyanananuituuvaignan (Macedo et al,, 2020a) matfindurudeyailulndudladily
ludszmnsoredaduuililueliien g, qamﬂﬁuﬁam dmsudnueae PP uaz TP winadilémanain
firnaumnsnsndnuai FP, AFC uag FS Ainumnuiuniuvesmsiuasuulasan by, , (FP uag FS)
yiounuliUAsunlas (AFQ) Fenaanaonaifinanilugiumneiugnssuvesdnumy (genetic
background) 131 validation bulls fd1dn saudetadedu Femsinisdnwifiudsluouian
dnsudnuae AFC waz FS Januina Pw p ﬁlﬁmﬂmiﬂizLﬁuﬁuqmimwmguﬁm (0.09 - 0.14)
uazuuuTilddeyadluy (0.13 - 0.22) fArdeuirsiflewFoudioufiudnuauzdug wazaonadosiuna
fnudmiunnuwivendmgul wazAanduiudidduiu Juandiifiuindoyaillulndvesgnand
Arwdey warnsiuruaUssnsdneddliisuudeyailulndiniu (amewazuaiiug) suds
F1uudnildnsiaaeu (validation animals) faudnduiierfiuaauusiugilunisviunedn

Ly
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wenanil aziuldinanvaznfne dauaenndeatuvesrianuududndme e i

[y I

anduiusIBduURY wagAdndiuauLtugveIriugn Iy (Mawieilagliteyadlulndseis
ssGBLUP fini13suuuneiiy) Lee1nnsledoyadluadioiiiuninuidoduodd1iugnssuiauim
Inelifveyatuinillulnlvesgnan Feaiilaliaenndesiunisfinydus neuntd (W Guarini et

al., 2019; Buaban et al., 2021; Sungkhapreecha et al., 2021)
N13N32YAIVBIANIIUIERUTNTTH (Dispersion)

Table 6 uanIFINsNITINBMIVIRWIUBTUgnITdMUTANgY validation bulls Tiuens
sherduUszansnisanasy (b,) vesAugnssuiiiaszisneyateya whole dataset (4,,) #o
partial datasets (fl,,) Fudususdfmmildfioaivosnisineaniugnsy EBY feisnady uas
AfugnIsu GEBV seAsilidauailun Tnern b, IndiAss 1 Ustimehueariugnssuvesdngll
flonf (Macedo et al., 2020b) ofiarsanaAnadsnnyndnumenui Fssduiugnssuuusaiy
na 35l deyadluniiniugnssy @, gaiusde (over-dispersion of EBV and GEBV) agslsfina
msUssidiuiugnssuiideyailulndynaniunisaifimwenitiosninisuuudauiu (Auads b, Wiy

0.54 - 0.75 wag 0.36 Mua19U) Tun sy WeRasannisussdliuiugnssunldveyadlulndule

(%
Y] ]

nanuasuiuteyadlulndiela (scenario 6) WuiA1 GEBV 404 validation bulls A1g4Aua3
dmiudnway MY (0.69), FP (0.67), AFC (0.16) uag FS (0.18) (tufe fviue GEBV wadlalusiunmn
finnganinanfivseduladelamaniddoyatuiinilulndvesgnans) willA1siiuass (under-
dispersion) @usuanuuy PP (1.39) wag TP (1.42) (YuAe Avu1g GEBV vadlalusuian da1an

A a vy P Sy A 5 ' o A 9 vax S a !
nhanussdiulalelawanliiveyatuiinllulndvesgnany) etgalsinny WeldiBuuunadu wui

AN EBV finrweafisnnTuegaiiuldtaudmiunndnuasiifinw Wewinen b, vean 1 annnd

Table 6. Estimates of dispersion (Bp) between estimated breeding values (EBV or GEBV)

analyzed using partial and whole datasets; and with different information from cow

genotypes
Method * Scenario ? Trait”
MY FP PP TP AFC FS Average

Genomic Scenl 0.63 0.62 0.76 0.92 0.16 0.17 0.54
Scen2 0.61 0.55 0.87 0.95 0.17 0.21 0.56
Scen3 0.62 0.61 0.89 1.09 0.17 0.20 0.60
Scend 0.65 0.64 0.97 1.13 0.17 0.22 0.63
Scen5 0.67 0.59 1.24 1.36 0.16 0.19 0.70
Scen6 0.69 0.67 1.39 1.42 0.16 0.18 0.75

Pedigree - 0.46 0.27 0.77 0.43 0.10 0.11 0.36

' Genomic = genomic-based evaluations, Pedigree = traditional pedigree-based evaluations
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% Scent = only genotyped bulls in reference population (RP), scen2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 = inclusion of
genotyped cows born from 2543 to 2550, 2552, 2554, 2556, and 2558 (the Buddhist Era), respectively, in
the bull reference population
> MY = 305-d milk yield; FP = fat percentage; PP = protein percentage; TP = total solid percentage, AFC =
age at first calving, FS = final score

uenani mafiudeyailulndudlalunsUssiuiusnssudisanmaifnaigafuaisuesen
Wugn3su (over-dispersion) lunnanuoue GUIDEE b, = 0.56 - 0.75 Tu scenarios 2 - 6, Table 6)
Fewssudisuiunisldiamzdeyailulndviewug (dneds b, = 0.54 Tu scenarios 1) TagAniade
b, fuwlthndnlng 1 (Avhuneiugnssulaiflend) suuSinadeyadlulnddinntu egilsfion e
fnsundusednuae wuiten by, drnudundsuansdiaiu Inednvaeg MY, PP waz TP @1 b, &
wulthigdumuduaudeyadlulndinniu luvasiinisudsudasmesd b, dwsu FP, AFC uay
FS laifiguuuuiidaiay Tsuruta et al. (2011) uuzairindn b, Adsavuluan 1 aelu +15% fe
Trwouuld (ufe 0.85 - 1.15) iefinrsawasinmsfnuiluaded wudidn b, Aveusuldwuly
scenarios 2 - 4 113U PP (0.87 - 0.97) wag scenarios 1 — 4 dw3u TP (0.92 - 1.13) ukiloUTuna
foyailulniuiladenq avaududrluluusssngdads avhune GEBY fladuiusianndsdu (B,
~ 1.4 T scenario 6) \ufindinaindviung GEBV flrdnAusisegisnndmiudnuay AFC uas
FS (0.16 - 0.22) uaznaifindeyadlulndwsiladnluludssnnsdrsdaunuazlidmasionn b, Tne
Luan et al. (2009) uandlififiuindnwasfifinsiugnssugenin Bhaanuwiudfiinnniuazany
flonfvasnaviedinindy fedy wiiuinenRveImsvefigedmsudnuay FS (b, indn 1 110

, range = 0.11 - 0.22) W13zLinaINaNvaleAInalonsugnsIuAa UL (0.03)

HansAnwtuasal wudimsiausinadeyadlulnduilanvvasaudluluusesnsdneds
YIYANBARYBIN TN UIEATUINTTUAMTUNNAN v NANwLilaTsuig uiun1sU STl U UGN TSy
a P Y a a v P & v € 44' v P & a
Fluunuszrnsordadiianzdoyailulndvomionug wazileldnsussiliuiiugnssunuunasiy lag
lunmsiu ARdeveeAIN1INTEALRIVeIRYIUIERUENTTY (by) daudilng 1 wn8eliu Weiinig
Wadeyadlulndusilauuvazay (Table 6) (M3viuneawugnssuliddendideon b, = 1) Teus

29 v o e a [J c{'
SZIIWLWUOQEJQWUBQﬂ’]i‘l/l’]‘Ll']EJVlaﬂafl

A1 b, dmsudnvarlinauasiUesidudesdusenovdmuunnuluassll danlaesiulnaifes
1 ynndnsAnwneunindlulssyinslauuvedinelag Buaban et al. (2021) alasienunisiin
. . d' ) [y o R = v v = § 1w & A v
over-dispersion fiunndtdmsunmsiueaiugnssudlug (dams Teyadlulndneius nield
Toyadlulndnauazusliug) wavAmiugnssuiuunausy furziinaniuudeyadlulnlvednin
wnTulun1sAinwilagdu (Legarra and Reverter, 2018) TauaisnsAuinmduUsyansnisanaee

Auansinaiu (Macedo et al. 2020a) n1siiiudayadlulndudlatisannisiinal GEBY figaiuass



wazNsEINTIUIY validation bulls 11agaeann1siin over-dispersion eI RUgNTIHALUY
19 (Buaban et al,, 2021)
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madenuillaifiensiadlulndenaiinadesnfivesrvituetugnssy Gao et al. (2015) wuiy
mslideyadlulndwlafudaiofivmunaussrnggieds dwalmAnoafvosmshusganinmsld
Toyailulndwilailsainnndenuuugy luanudusiud madonuadlaiiensia deyadlulnd
dmfuuszrnslaunlneaainiausdla bull dams wiilafieylu 200 Suduusnveanisyseiiu

wugnssuluisaivihinsidenlaiensiateyadlulnl) uazgnanvesnelanaaeundveyaduin

v
v 1

HAKFATANYT Aey apRvaInTvIueAIRugnssulunan v InuIINAsAnyIluaTal unedu
a an = A = & o | - = | | =
g1afinanisnisideniamadisiiensiadlulndangn nsidenlanadisl avgu wWu Laenlaan?
founazAaengnuIelinandn U1avYiganenRvesNITUIeAIugNIIUla YanNi oARYBINTT
wgorindewiniugusyianldlunisfnuluaseddllanulianysalluuisdiu (pedigree
incompleteness) (Buaban et al., 2022) mi‘dimﬁuﬁuﬁqﬂiiuﬁw metafounder model (Legarra et
al,, 2015) 8199 wanaAd luN1TYIIUIEAINUENTTUAdle (Bradford et al., 2019; Macedo et al,,

2020a)

mafindayadiulndanlagulvig egrsseiflondluludssyinsgede \Wudeiiuugli

U UAlun1sviuieAiugnssudluuiiedeadun1sand1asveannuklug1vesinung wugns sy

(persistency of genomic prediction accuracy) @in1sanasvoinuiug lunsviussldianig
v a G o ! . a oA A & o

yatoyadlulndandnisuin (ancestral generations) inannanuunietiowazaududagduves

anFnaves SNPs (SNP effects) N84 A udNTUEINaTUgNITUTENINdRITanas TIufewaannng

WaguuUawdninavesufiTensiuseninaduiiegsunienneiu (epistatic effects) (Varona et al,,

[

2018) tludu Al Inevinluuds Auavestoyailulnduesdaisenisiueaiugnssursaae

v o ca v

anad WeauriesenInyuvesdniniideyadlulndivdnindesnisviuevinauindsiu (Wu

Hidalgo et al., 2021; Hollifield et al., 2021)
aqunan1INnaag

nsiiiurwInUsernssedagTmudeyadlulndwiladilvlulseanssadaneiugasyay

[ [ & v 1 Y

WaARkHUgNTNgus Ausuglun1sIngududninlea1iugnTIy dndiuvesndIuwlug

il faanepfvesnisvineaiugnssulueuend msunanvae NAnwllaSeuig uiunansain
Usznsdedediianzdeyailulnduesionuslunisuseidiuiusnssudlunuasisnsuseiliu

]

(% (% v 6

RUFNTTULUUARAY TneAnuuiugndmge) anuuwduglunsdndududnd uazdagiuveniny

1o N & a o o = L Y a Y a s -
waugn Azingumunsiiududeyadlulndudlaluysesinsdneds InednwaeUunauiuui
305 Fu losunagavinannisiindusuvarauveteyadlulnduwilarilululssynsdradataay

fan dmsudnuardu) MaiiuduiulansIaeusAunsiuvnInUsEyINTe1eds (NI deyadly
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Laparoscopic Ovum Pick-Up (LOPU) Technique and In Vitro Embryo Production (IVP)
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in Goats.
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Abstract

The objectives of this study were to develop techniques for collecting goat oocytes
using the laparoscopic ovum pick-up (LOPU) and to produce embryos in vitro. Ten Anglo-
Nubian donor does were superovulated with progesterone and follicle stimulating hormone.
LOPU was performed for oocyte collection using an 18G, 3 inch long OPU needle with short
bevel mounted on Robertson’s pipette connected to a collection tube and a vacuum pump
with pressure setting to 40-50 mmHg. Oocytes were obtained by laparoscopy. After the
hormonal treatment, the average number of follicles aspirated and oocytes recovered per
doe were 17.8+6.23 and 13.5+5.44  respectively, with oocyte recovery rate of 75.84%
(135/178). All harvested oocytes underwent IVP program where fresh semen was used to
fertilize matured oocytes by the use of commercial media (IVF bioscience, UK) at all steps.
The fertilization rate was 91.38% (106/116). The cleavage rate and the blastocyst rate of all
matured oocytes undergoing in vitro fertilization were 55.17% (64/116) and 36.21% (42/116) ,
respectively. In conclusion, goat oocytes could be efficiently collected from live goats using
LOPU technique with OPU needle, a vacuum pressure of 40-50 mmHg and laparoscopy. These

derived oocytes can develop to the blastocyst stage by IVP.

keywords : In Vitro Embryo Production, laparoscopic ovum pick-up, goat
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1. msulalaled (Oocyte recovery) anunzidInae3s LOPU
PN o <) [ v 1 ¥ a 1
1.1 willgnhmsdudawaznszdunisanlinanglumegesiuulusiamelsuviindentoinaon
wagneadiARaRyafa (FSH) aulusunsuveassana wazauy (2564) (Figure 1.) fail
U 0 a@engosluulusaamelsurinaontesnaon (CIDR®-G, 0.3 g progesterone,

Eazi Breed, InterAg, New Zealand) 13a1 06.00 W. (AM)
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o A

Tuin 9 Amgesluu FSH ( Folltropin-V®, Ontario, Canada) U3iad 30 mg. 191
nauLile 11a1 18.00 u. (PM)
Sufl 10 egosluu FSH U3unas 30 me. Wndnailanan 06.00 u. (AM) wazUSual

¥
¥ ¥ =

20 me. Wnauile 1aa1 18.00 . (PM)
Sufl 11 3ngesluu FSH USunm 20 me. Whnduilenan 06.00 u. (AM) wazaen
CIDR -G® 17 18.00 u. (PM) (12 Flamdsandnsesluu FSH ifugarine)

it 12 Aulelelesiaeds LOPU a1 06.00 u. (AM) (ndsainaem CIDR®-G

12 F3la)
DO D9 D10 D11 D12
| | | | |
—> insert CIDR-G®(AM) FSH 30mg (PM) ~ FSH 30mg (AM)  FSH 20mg(AM)
LOPU (AM)

FSH 20mg (PM)  remove CIDR-G®(PM)

Figure 1. Estrus synchronization and superovulation program for LOPU. AM = 06.00, PM = 18.00

1.2 wiguFumzAounsiulolelesd Tnawntuazemsfuna 24 $alus iieanniudesd
Uareiduazluf uunsadeazarsluvmesyvin LOPU (Souza-Fabjan et al., 2014; Antonio, 2018)
wé’qmﬂﬁ?uﬁ']miizi’mmmiﬁﬂLLW%LLUU%%NﬂW&I%ﬂﬁammisd’wigmw (tranquilizer drug) n&
alpha-2 agonist A28 xylazine HCL 0.2 mg/kg S7uAU atropine 0.04 mg/kg Wndaile way e
sv§uthin (analgesic drug) §8 phenylbutazone 4 me/kg Wndnanile wazeUfTrugnouuih
H1AA (prophylaxis antibiotic drug) A28 penicillin-streptomycin 20,000 1U/kg dndnile (8350
wa uazANY, 2564) Weunsilon1sdy thungauuuiesidn daviungIiegluvitueunaneg (dorsal
recumbency) Inglvdruesunzegsnitdiuinedsia Mamidesuszann 30 - 45 ssm el
oforrneluresioundoulunsiiuni uagannsoueiussuvduiudunzimadsanndean
wilsalay Tdaznindaiy (Antonio, 2018) wantunsTnuruLaseSsIus nadadsmaila

n1sUande (aseptic technique) (Figure 2.)
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1.3 1iulelelesungnaass me3s LOPU #ail

Avuaiunsfiazyinnisiangyesvisaiieasngunsal 3 dMuvts Tagsumiiad 1
oguTnasumThue i uLe Uszann 2-3 iwufnng fundsiaenndesawilsalay) sume 2
Funt e nd UL (Funtsfiaen OPU needle) Funisdl 3 fuviafsnansdidadouninig
PUnn (@9 grasping forceps)

67’1Lﬂuﬂﬁiz&’um’miﬁmawwﬁ Tnen158nen lidocaine HCL au suwisiiiinisn3a
Avdagaas 2 mliie 3 dumds zredstewiassiumisil 1 @ trocar (1) ¥indesamilsalad
dondeiemseses trocar 39 trocar diimiteudetuaeuiansuaulnoanled Mniuduuia
afuaulneonladiindesioniiemiudorinslutewiosuasfiuyuiesnsueiuainndesainilsa
Tad vhnsinesadaresiesiumiait 2§98 trocar (2) il edan OPU needle antiuld trocar (3)
Wgfidumisienansdifrounmainunii ieden grasping forceps ddldlunsiudeuvinisly

(mesovarium) wagldarunudadusunissslaliazainlunisiaziiulelales (Antonio, 2018)

(Figure 2.)

Figure 2. (A) LOPU view from monitor. (B) Positions of three trocars,

1 = laparoscope, 2 = OPU needle and 3 = grasping forceps.

yhmsaeadidaivnaduiugudnatsnnnd 3 fadluns deanunsauoaiule
31NUURIYRISalY (Figure 3.) InaUseendld Robertson’s pipette Joureriu OPU needle dadumidy
\wes 18G #m 3 11 wuuanusad swweadut oy (short bevel) (Watanabe Applied Technology :
WTA, Brazi) 11t agUnsainisianziduleloleduaziad oad uaqayinia (NF100KT.18 RC
(LIQUIDPORT 100), KNF, Switzerland) ag heating block (N-FTH-2012, COOK, Australia) Aa8/@1e

Falau Ingldusagaananiasening 40-50 dadunsusen (Antonio, H.M. et al., 2018) l¥ansazane



phosphate buffered saline (PBS) (Gibco, BRL, USA) LVAS WA 38 1% bovine serum (Gibco, New

Journal of Biotechnology in Livestock Production

Zealand) Wurhennuleleles Fsnruangaumgiatsavaieidlin 37 ssewai@ea Tu heating block

(figure 4)

OPU needle

Robertson’s pipette
OPU needle
—

OPU needle

Figure 4. (A) Robertson’s pipette and short bevel OPU needle size 18G, 3 inch length.
(B) Robertson’s pipette and OPU needle which connected to air suction pump machine.

nadanduLiNaIsazaty normal saline 1,000 188895 Wauivu heparin 10,000
IU/ml (Gland Pharm Limited, India) 2 {ad@ns NniuAugunqd 37 ssrwadea asluyeevios
USUau 200 - 250 adans wiet1sea1esab wardasiunisiinuaadafn (adhesion) Ua99783858UU

Y

duiuguareteizdusgnielugestios (Antonio, 2018) EUTALINKNE LAZALAUIALNANAINITHIAR
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1.4 dweavamnneadifia lasiamleleledniglindeanssedawmesle duiindiuiu
wavAnmvadlelolyd lneduunaunnleleledilu 4 nse nuiSvesrudidewalulagdininnis
nesndgouLazITaAUTY

n3n A - uleloluindwadAydadeuseulitiosndn 2 4u (Cumulus-Oocyte Complexes, COCs )

caa I3

insa B : Wuleleludniiwadfydauisdiu ( Partial Cumulus Cells, Partial CCs)
W59 C - Lﬂuiaialeejﬁﬁlﬂﬁmaéﬁ’;gé’a (denuded oocytes, Dos)

insa D : WBuleleladiideuanin (Degenerated oocytes, Deg)

2. UnlalaluAN aNIun UUINTEUIUNISHANRBaUUBNS19N1Y (IVP) NianLUadunainis

[

YDIBIIONALATAMY (2564) fall

2.1 mswnzideslalalunlviaiywiauuaus (n vitro maturation, IVM)

cal o a a

Junszuaunmsimnzidedelelediidwasaiulaliiud (mmature Oocyte) 1
n13a3feszesnionUaus (Mature Oocyte) Ao fan1n Nuclear and cytoplasmic Maturation
(Guad uazaniz, 2540 ) lngvinsasianileleledanveavatlunesdida wivinisAndenielalyd
Fdonanm (degenerated oocytes) aan anvutilelelssundrdlusiien TCM-199 Hepes (Gibco,
USA) L@aSune 5% FBS wag penicillin-streptomycin 10,000 1U/ml (Gibco, USA) USu1as 2-3
ladans Tu muﬂaamL%jawmaaﬂsummLé’ur;i’m@uéﬂmq 35 fadms 1 3 A lngldtiundgale
Telosldnudaendod 1 udrdrelvnudaended 2 way 3 muddu anduilelelefudedn 3
a%a Tuthen BOIVM Oocyte maturation medium (IVF Bioscience, UK) é’m%’mﬁymiaialw‘lﬁw%zg
wSonufausieisninduiy uda3ahleleledldluren BO-IVM Oocyte maturation medium
(IVF Bioscience, UK) U3tnas 500 lalasans Tuanuimsidissuuy 4 viqu (d-well petri dishes, Nunc,
Roskilde, Denmark) wazideslugimeifissiinuauanig (asuaulnsenled 5% gumnd 385 asm

WAYA WALANUTUSUINNS UINNIT 95%) WU 23-25 T4

2.2 mawlsuindeuns (semen preparation)

ynsUsuaunatedmiuufaussenindeleluddudaead Taelduien BO-IVF
fertilization medium (IVF Bioscience, UK) luamumsidsssiin 4 wque aw 400 Tulasdns tudlu
Finzdesiimunuanme Wiamiveulaeonlust 5% gamnd 38.5 ssmneaides) Wunm 2 2lurou
e

Mnturhnneieuinge lasideananunenonusuesinydou $1umu 6
1nT1RdeUANA NI LT DaRRI81AT BInTIA AT I8 AN WEAT (computer assisted semen
analysis, CASA) q'u Hamiton Thorne CEROS Il (Hamilton Thorne, USA) kagms3aTAAINULY UUU

UToAeLA3ee photometer (Minitube, Germany) ¥inn1stuansiide 2 A3 1AU57 300 x ¢ U
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5 uritlutinen BO-SemenPrep medium (IVF Bioscience, UK) Tagldunentunssay 2 dadans 4
gaungiivios granladuuudis lunistunddl 2 Tvdedeniidegnouindeussana 200 lailasins
1119533UsELIN motility m513tUeadnI8 hematocytometer MntuFnaeudidurenide
warUSinadeiezdilunumzidsin 4 GH Im&wiawqmﬂ%ﬁ%%a 1 &ush siothen BO-

IVF fertilization medium (IVF Bioscience, UK) 500 lulasans selololodliiiu 50 lalolyd

2.3 nmsufjausiuleleladluaiunaass (In vitro fertilization, IVF)
ihleloled e dosuasunaininasyniendiausud wdreaetien BO-IVF
fertilization medium U3uas 2-3 Iadans 1umu°daamL%yawmaﬁﬂsuumLé’um"]uqua‘ﬂmq 35
fiodiuns T 3 ads laeldtimdgeleleludldnuuasnitod 1 ud2éeluautaondod 2 uas
3 gy ndsanidudieleleledadluatumizidvswidn 4 vau(d-well petri dishes, Nunc,
Roskilde, Denmark) fifitien BO-IVF fertilization medium 500 lulasansiiwienlinounti viins
g eadluvquiiileloles nzidswiolugmzdssfienuauanieg (asvaulasenlasd 5%

gun)ll 38.5 ssrwadea) Wunaiuiu 18-19 Falus

2.4 MIWIZLAY9A288U (In vitro embryo culture, IVC)

deduaanainisufaus dreiaseulutien TOM-199 la3udae 5% FBS uay
penicillin-streptomycin 10,000 IU/ml Y3u1as 2-3 dadans Tunulaenidonanainaun sy
gudnans 35 fadums S 3 ads Inelitindigaiseugaisoudieenuaisads ldaudason
Feil 1 wddneluaulasndedl 2 uay 3 auddiu Lﬁaﬁﬁmmaéﬁayj Seoen anduihigeun
1980 3 ada Tuthen BOAVC 1 step  culture medium (IVF Bioscience, UK) #2835 n 1917 uLAs
Wi ahsouldluien BO-IVC 1 step culture medium (IVF Bioscience, UK) TUIUNEZLE B9
WUU 4 11qu (4-well petri dishes, Nunc, Roskilde, Denmark) U3neau 500 11lAsAAs wazwmviumae
BO-OIL liquid paraffin (IVF Bioscience, UK) USuna 350 lulasdng Lﬁyaﬂug’fl,wwL‘gaaﬁmmmamw
(msualnoanled 5% guugd 38.5 ssmuuaifua uazauudLIMS 1Inn1 95%) Nzdssauds

v A o A 4 o adAa éj o LY Y 1 v = vV
FUN 7 (AUN 1 ADIUNLIULNZLALS) MNIATIVANAIUINTIVDINIBRDU LATUUNNUDLA

Namsmaaumﬁmmi

vizi'fqmsmﬁmﬂflmslﬂuﬁmmsﬂszéjumimﬂiﬁzmawiué’aaaaﬂuu NUILNENAABIND AT
mMmpuaLewesdildiade 17.846.23 vloadifasiedn 91nmsiasloadifaranun 178 eadiAaiie
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Table 1. No. of aspirated follicles and No. of derived oocytes from LOPU in 10 donors.
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Parameters Total Amount  Mean =+ S.D. Min-Max
No. of aspirated follicles 178 17.8+6.23 9-31
No. of derived oocytes (recovery rate) 135 (75.84) 13.5+5.44 6-21
- No. of oocytes grade A (%) 45 (33.33) 4.5 +4.43 0-12
- No. of oocytes grade B (%) 39 (28.89) 3.9+4.18 0-15
- No. of oocytes grade C (%) 39 (28.89) 394233 1-7
- No. of oocytes grade D (%) 12 (8.89) 1.2+1.62 0-5

<@ [

douleloladiiAudie38 LOPU udnssuiunis VP wazdaidonlelaled i
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SLUEAALIT (cleavage rate) Spuag 55.17 uagilgeuszezuaidlandas (blastocyst rate) Souas

36.21 (42/116) vesdwulelelednasynseaudignszuiunisufausauaiau adandlu Table 2

Table 2. In vitro production of caprine oocytes derived from LOPU.

Parameters number Percent
mature oocytes entering IVF 116
embryos entering IVC 106
embryos developed to cleavage stage 64
embryos developed to blastocyst stage a2
Fertilization rate of all matured oocytes entering IVF 91.38 (106/116)
Cleavage rate of all matured oocytes entering IVF 55.17 (64/116)
Blastocyst rate of all matured oocytes entering IVF 36.21 (42/116)

In vitro fertilization(IVF), In vitro embryo culture (IVC).
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