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B+LNZ Genetics Beef Progeny Test

The Beef Progeny Test (BPT) compares bulls under New Zealand commercial farming conditions. The test was established in 2014 and involves mating
about 2200 cows and heifers on five large properties across New Zealand every year. Steers are assessed on their finishing performance and carcase
fraits, while replacement heifers are fracked for their maternal characteristics. In 2018 the Dairy Beef Progeny Test was incorporated to take the test to
300 commercial beef and dairy cow matings.

A mix of both internationally-sourced and New Zealand semen has been used. The breeds include Angus, Hereford, Stabilizer, Simmental and Charolais.
Some bulls are specifically included to provide genetic links to international programmes, where carcase data is being collected (e.g. the Australian
Angus Sire Benchmark Programme, Hereford Progeny Test and Angus Sire Alliance). Over fime, the test will:

Evaluate maternal performance and survival for different cow types in commercial conditions.

Generate potential new EBVs for cow performance — e.g. antral follicle count (measured in heifers to predict cow fertility); cow condition score;
and cow stayability.

Evaluate the relationship between maternal performance, finishing performance and carcase quality/market attributes.

Evaluate across breeds.

Beef Progeny Test: evaluating finishing and/or maternal performance
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Understanding the sire report

This listing provides an indication on how the sires are performing within the BPT, and can't be directly compared against BREEDPLAN EBVs. For selection
purposes it is sfrongly advised that BREEDPLAN EBVs and selection indexes be used primarily. They are the highest accuracy information to use in
selection as they take into account all available industry data. BPT data will be made available for incorporating into BREEDPLAN EBVs, although
current EBVs do not include the data. They also account for information from all known relatives and genetic correlations between traits as well as
being able to be compared across cohorts and the breed population.

Interpreting the Progeny Performance Listing

N. Calves = Number of recorded progeny of both sexes by each sire. This excludes any progeny in single animal contemporary groups and largely
excludes heifer progeny for abattoir carcass results- bar terminal sired heifers.

Trait = The average performance of sires’ progeny. This is calculated using a least squares means (LSM) model which adjusts for herd, management
group, age of dam and age of animal based on estimated conception date.

Rank = The ranking position of the sire within the cohort. The ranking order will depend on the trait. E.g. 200 Day weight ranked in descending order,
while conception date is in ascending order. The length of the coloured bars are related to the ranking i.e. higher ranked sires will have longer bars.

Trait Definitions

Trait Definition Ranking Order
Weight at weaning recorded on steer and
heifer progeny Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more weight
Weight at 1 year recorded on steer and
heifer progeny Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more weight
Weight at 18 months recorded on steer and
heifer progeny Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more weight

Number of days from natural bull
infroduction to conception- at first joining

as yearling heifers. Recorded using Sires are ranked in ascending order with lower values indicating fewer days to conception and improved female
Days Ultrasound scanned foetal aging reproduction
Transformed Beefclass Rear Legs Hind View angle recorded by
structural assesment score as accredited Beefclass asessor at 18 months
Rear Legs Hind View a deviation from ideal on steer and heifer progeny Sires are ranked in ascending order with lower values indicating improved structure
Transformed Beefclass Front Feet Angle recorded by accredited
structural assesment score as Beefclass asessor at 18 months on steer and
Front Feet Angle a deviation from ideal heifer progeny Sires are ranked in ascending order with lower values indicating improved structure
Transformed Beefclass Front Feet Claw Set recorded by accredited
structural assesment score as Beefclass asessor at 18 months on steer and
Front Feet Claw Set a deviation from ideal heifer progeny Sires are ranked in ascending order with lower values indicating improved structure
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Trait

Unit

Cm?2

mm

mm

%

Kg's

%

%

Cm2

mm

MSA Marble Score

Score

Definition

Area of Eye Muscle as captured at the
12th/13th rib site from ultrasound scanning
both steer and heifer progeny at 18 months

Rib Fat captured at the 12th/13th rib site
from ultrasound scanning both steer and
heifer progeny at 18 months of age
Rump Fat captured at the P8 site from
ultrasound scanning both steer and heifer
progeny at 18 months of age

Intramuscular Fat captured at the 12th/13th
rib site from ultrasound scanning both steer
and heifer progeny at 18 months of age

Weight of the hot carcass at slaughter
recorded on steer progeny- and terminal
sired heifers

Weight of the hot carcass recorded on
steer progeny- and terminal sired heifers,
relative to liveweight at slaughter

Percentage progeny that achieved Beef EQ
reserve grade, generated from the Beef EQ
index- an indication of the overall eating
quality of beef as influenced by a range of
traits. Traits recorded by SFF Beef EQ master
grader in the chiller on steer progeny- and
terminal sired heifers

Eye muscle area at the 12th/13th rib site
recorded by photograph in the chiller on
steer progeny- and terminal sired heifers
Subcutaneous fat measurement at the
12th/13th rib site recorded by SFF Beef EQ
master grader in the chiller on steer
progeny- and terminal sired heifers

Marble score recorded by SFF Beef EQ
master grader in the chiller on steer
progeny- and terminal sired heifers
Ossification score recorded by SFF Beef EQ
master grader in the chiller on steer
progeny- and terminal sired heifers

Ranking Order

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating larger eye muscle area

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more fat over the ribs

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more fat over the rump

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more intframuscular fat

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more carcass weight

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more dressing

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating higher eating quality

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating larger eye muscle areas

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more fat over the ribs

Sires are ranked in descending order with higher values indicating more marbling in the carcass

Sires are ranked in ascending order with lower values indicating younger physiological maturity at slaughter

(beetitond GEN@TlCS
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Other traits

Other traits were recorded but are not included in the sire report because;

e The trait showed very little variation i.e. it is not under significant genetic control. These traits included pH, fat colour, meat colour.
e There was not enough progeny recorded for the sires average to be useful e.g. maternal traits are not recorded on terminal sire’s progeny.

Proving EBVs

Expectation (Growth example)

Tkg in Bull EBV = 0.5kg in actual calf weaning weight

¢ Inthe calf- half the calf genes come from the dam and half from the sire. SO, we expect that half of the bulls EBV will be passed on to his calves
in ACTUAL calf weight. Or, if we compare two bulls; Bull #1 EBV= 80kg, Bull #2 EBV= 40kg you would expect to see a difference of 20kg in actual
average calf weight between 1 & 2.

e We expect the sires EBVs to (on average) perform well in predicting the performance of their calves. In doing this they should show a positive
upward slope where groups of bulls have better EBVs and a result- their calves are better. In a perfect world the slope of the graph would be
slope = 0.5 where the EBV perfectly predicts calf performance. However, it is most useful to see whether there is a positive frend line, as EBVs are
estimated. This shows us whether selection on an EBV will deliver actual improvement on a commercial farm. How strong that frend-line is
compared o the theoretical expected value of 0.5, is the relationship to look at when proving an EBV to work (or nof).

Redlity (Growth example)

Tkg in Bull EBV = 0.49kg in calf weaning weight

e Thisis a stfrong result. That means 99% of the sires EBV has been furned into extra calf weight at weaning.

e Mostsires EBVs (across the fraits) lined up well and predicted the performance of their calves. On average they did a good job of improving
ACTUAL performance. In fact, 73% of the sires EBVs (that we looked at) turned into actual calf performance.

e If you use improved EBVs you will get improved calves.

So why bother?

e Most traits are developed into EBVs because they have an economic consequence or result in more or less revenue.
o Better EBVs = better calves = better money
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Proving Growth

Expectation Reality Result % of EBV turned info | So why bother?
calf performance
200 Day Tkg in BUIl EBV = Tkg in BUIl EBV = Strong 99% The heaviest sire’s calves had an
Weight EBV 0.5kg in calf weight | 0.49kg in calf weight extra 19kg at weaning. At $4/kg*
that’s worth an extra $76 per calf
400 Day Tkg in BUll EBV = Tkg in BUll EBV = Strong 82% The heaviest sire's calves had an
Weight EBV 0.5kg in calf weight | 0.41kg in calf weight extra 43kg as yearlings. At $3/kg*
that's worth an extra $129 per calf
600 Day Tkg in BUll EBV = Tkg in BUll EBV = Strong 90% The heaviest sire's calves had an
Weight EBV 0.5kg in calf weight | 0.45kg in calf weight

extra 66kg at 18 months. At $3/kg*
that's worth an extra $198 per calf

* Beef + Lamb NZ Economic Service 2018

Proving Growth: Matching EBVs to actual calf weight (expected slope = 0.5)
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Proving Fertility

EBV*

days in heifer

conception date-
days to calving*

days in heifer
conception date

Expectation Reality Result % of EBV turned into So why bother?
calf performance
Days to Calving Tday in Bull EBV = 0.5 Tkg in Bull EBV = 0.50 Strong 100% Cows that get in calf early have more

productive lifetimes. 1 day of
conception date results in an
approximate extra 1% calving rate.
That's an extra calf at $200 or $9 per
cow (across the herd).

* Conception date as recorded in the BPT is calculated similarly to DTC but doesn’t include Gestation length and is based off conception.

Conception date

501

401

201

101

slope = 0.502
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Sire days to calving EBV

0
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B+LNZ Genetics Beef Progeny Test: Cohort 2 summary of adjusted progeny averages (rank) across 52 sires

Rear Leg m Front Feet Front Feet k
Hind View LS Angle Claw Set ~)
Herdbook (deviation [ er" (deviation (deviation | 94
Breed Born Name number N. Calves fromideal) Rank & L from ideal) Rank from ideal) Rank
NZ Angus 2014 FOCUS 143143 194990143143 24 209.0 [ [280.3 IS [450.8 A 264 N [0.95 40 0.86 32 0.87 48
NZ Angus 2013 FOCUS 131511 194730131511 22 201.1 ko 266.3 ko 4322 40 26.4 Iz 1.03 50 0.82 21 0.85 39
NZ Angus 2013 FOCUS 131539 194730131539 26 202.1 lis 272.3 B 420.2 ko 26.6 5 0.98 44 0.83 22 0.87 50
NZ Angus 2013 KAKAHU BOND 13007 13300013007 21 205.0 G 279.3 . 436.8 G 26.0 [ 0.82 17 0.82 19 0.82 22
NZ Angus 2013 KAKAHU JUBILANT 13054 13300013054 22 210.6 G (2750 m 429.7 L5 26.6 26 0.81 14 0.83 23 0.82 23
NZ Angus 2013 LINTON 13543 20305013543 18 204.1 37 274.6 37 431.9 41 26.6 28 | 0.81 15 0.84 28 0.80 15
NZ Angus 2010 MEADOWSLEA F540 19134010540 18 206.0 24 278.7 | 436.2 33 26.7 32! 0.84 20 0.86 31 0.78 6
NZ Angus 2006 MT MABLE FAT BOY 373 12188006373 23 200.4 51 264.7 51 417.7 151 26.3 E— (0.77 5 0.86 30 0.83 32
NZ Angus 2013 STORTH OAKS EV EREST J20 19507013J20 33 204.8 33 277.7 25 432.3 38 26.6 30 0.99 47 0.94 45 0.83 34
NZ Angus 2013 STORTH OAKS JACK J7 19507013J7 31 210.2 N (2794 20 454.6 (265 [0 0.94 39 0.85 29 0.83 31
NZ Angus 2013 TE MANIA JONAH 13588 16932013588 29 204.5 35 269.7 4 436.9 B0 26.9 ] 0.85 23 0.84 26 0.77 3
NZ Angus 2009 TURIHAUA SIR CRUMBLE E222 17691009E222 31 207.7 I 277.5 26 438.5 26 26.4 B (073 3 0.84 25 0.81 18
NZ Angus 2008 WAITANGI D213 18954008D213 24 203.0 & 272.0 ] 431.4 L) 26.4 [ X 36 0.77 1 0.78 7
NZ Angus 2012 WHANGARA 12323 13649012323 25 209.3 PR 2800 G |44338 2 260 I (079 1 0.89 38 0.85 43
Intl Angus 2012 DEER VALLEY ALLIN (USA) US17307074 27 209.5 B (286.1 S | 439.0 e 26.7 <] 0.96 41 0.93 44 0.85 41
Intl Angus 2011V A RRESERVE 1111 (USA) US16916944 18 208.1 . 2712 B 427.6 3 26.4 I 0.99 48 0.88 36 0.83 30
Intl Angus 2011 TE MANIA GARTH G67 AUVIMG67 25 206.7 20 | 283.5 B [445.0 P (266 27 | 1.03 51 0.94 46 0.88 51
Intl Angus 2008 TUWHARETOA REGENT D145 (AUS) AUBNADI45 40 209.0 o (2782 23 4420 B (260 PR (0.9 37 0.89 39 0.86 46
NZ Hereford 2011 ARDO FARGO 1154 277111154 25 199.9 52 261.0 52 421.1 ko 26.4 [ 0.83 19 0.97 50 0.84 38
NZ Hereford 2008 BLUESTONE 080014 1683080014 6 205.8 | 279.6 [ 4329 57 | 26.4 S (090 34 0.75 7 0.80 14
NZ Hereford 2013 COLRAINE CODE WORD 13 139 1660130139 18 203.5 17 2747 36 455.2 [ 26.3 AN (0.88 32 0.79 14 0.84 37
NZ Hereford 2008 GRASSMERE SPARK 555 200080555 19 202.4 4 275.1 [B5m 4401 o 26.4 B 076 4 0.76 10 0.79 10
NZ Hereford 2012 KOANUI CHIEFLY 2510 216122510 13 208.0 A 2815 [ 4407 B 265 i 0.86 26 0.86 33 0.85 40
NZ Hereford 2010  KOANUI UNANIMOUS 0408 216100408 12 201.5 ko 273.2 41! 433.7 36 26.7 131 0.90 35 1.04 52 0.82 28
NZ Hereford 2012  LIMEHILLS STAMPER 20719 677120719 18 208.2 S 2759 <1l 439.4 i 26.5 20 0.84 21 0.75 5 0.80 16
NZ Hereford 2011  MONYMUSK GALLANT 110089 272110089 11 203.6 PE] 272.9 42| 449.2 B 265 gl 0.77 6 0.81 17 0.79 92
NZ Hereford 2012 OKAWA MAJOR 2008 617120008 16 206.1 2 276.3 o 438.6 25 26.4 O (0.8 31 0.75 8 0.79 13
NZ Hereford 2012 ORARI GORGE MISCHIEF 120083 0400120083 19 2109 [ |285.8 [ 4284 [ ] 26.4 B 1.0 49 0.90 42 0.79 12
IntlHereford 2011  EFBEEF U208 FORTUNE Y848 (USA) US43187500 25 204.9 32 273.3 40! 424.1 lis 26.6 24 | 0.86 24 0.95 48 0.82 25
Intl Hereford 2009  WIRRUNA ECHUCA E99 AUWNAE9 25 208.7 2. 2797 B |4387 24 | 26.3 G (087 27 0.87 35 0.82 29
NZ Stabilizer 2012 FOCUS BIG GENE 121293 121293 25 211.7 2R | 283.4 PR 4423 B 265 2 111 52 0.69 1 0.79 1
NZ Stabilizer 2012 FOCUS FOREFRONT 121599 121599 30 203.0 i 275.3 33 4323 39 26.6 e | 0.87 28 0.78 13 0.80 17
NZ Stabiizer 2013 FOCUS FORCEFUL 135159 135159 20 204.3 36 | 270.9 ) 416.8 52 26.1 N (057 42 1.00 51 0.77 5
NZ Stabilzer 2013 FOCUS TRINITY 135263 135263 19 204.6 B34 281.4 2N 4383 27 26.6 29 0.63 ] 0.70 2 0.85 42
NZ Stabilizer 2013 FOCUS PORTERHOUSE 135361 135361 31 205.1 2 274.4 38 427.5 'Y 26.7 34 0.98 45 0.97 49 0.95 52
NZ Simmental 2014  GLENSIDE CATALYST C23 1312AC0023 14 203.9 40! 268.7 s 434.8 85 0.78 8 0.75 6 0.73 1
NZ Simmental 2009 KERRAH AX49 1667AX0049 13 205.7 2amm 279.9 A (4390 ] 0.97 43 0.87 34 0.86 47
NZ Simmental 2013 KERRAH BANDWAGON B306 1667AB0306 14 204.0 38 267.3 ko 4357 7 0.79 9 0.80 16 0.86 44
NZ Simmental 2013 KERRAH BANKER B464 1667BB0464 14 206.4 21 283.9 7N (4418 e 0.88 33 0.80 15 0.81 21
NZ Simmental 2014  RISSINGTON AC244 0049AC0244 10 205.9 25 278.1 24 445.6 [ 0.83 18 0.82 20 0.82 26
NZ Simmental 2013 WAIKITE AB2038 1455AB2038 14 203.8 o 276.3 50 | 442.1 [ 0.98 46 0.76 9 0.81 20
NZ Simmental 2012 WAIKITE AMPLE AA2241 1455AA2241 14 203.8 42| 276.8 28 | 438.1 e 0.87 29 0.88 37 0.81 19
NZ Simmental 2014  WAIKITE AC2016 1455AC2016 5 205.9 26 281.0 SN (4447 o 0.86 25 0.95 47 0.84 35
Intl Simmental 2012 CDI RIMROCK 3257 (USA) Us2700121 13 2123 [ 288 .2 [ 453.3 I 0.78 7 0.71 3 0.77 4
Intl Simmental 2008  HOOKS YELLOWSTONE 97Y (USA) US2612546 15 210.0 . (277.2 27 | 439.8 20 | 0.85 22 0.72 4 0.78 8
Intl Simmental 2003  RIVERBEND TAMARACK 60N PF (CAN) CA618651 12 208.6 B (274 39 437.9 2 0.91 38 0.78 12 0.75 B
NZ Charolais 2013 CENTREWOOD 130516 001130516E 14 206.1 e 280.7 [N 4439 [ 0.82 16 0.90 41 0.86 45
NZ Charolais 2011 HEMINGFORD GAMBLER G44 803110044E 6 205.0 30 | 275.5 32 4415 [z 0.79 10 0.84 27 0.83 33
NZ Charolais 2007 KAITOKE COMMODORE C22 471070022 12 211.0 /SR |284.0 I 4465 I 0.88 30 0.90 40 0.82 27
NZ Charolais 2011 SILVERSTREAM GEDDES G102 083110102D 13 204.0 39 285.2 SR |428.5 ] 0.80 13 0.90 43 0.84 36
NZ Charolais 2004 SIMCA HILLS VEEDUB 133040035 6 208.3 [N 2874 2R | 449.8 I 0.80 12 0.82 18 0.82 24
Intl Charolais 2010 LEACHMAN WHITE GOLD PO002X (USA) USM796550 6 207.5 9 281.6 IO 4366 || 0.73 2 0.83 24 0.87 49
Minimum 5 199.9 261.0 416.8 26.0 0.63 0.69 0.73
Average 19 206.1 277.1 437.4 26.5 0.87 0.84 0.82
Maximum 40 212.3 288.2 455.2 26.9 1.1 1.04 0.95
Lower Lower Lower Lower
Longer colored bars are associated number number number number
with higher rank- which is more more more more more

To note: preferable preferrable preferrable preferrable preferrable
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Proving Carcass: At the works

Expectation

Reality

Result

% of EBV turned into
calf performance

So why bother?

Rib Fat EBV

Imm in Bull EBV=0.5mm
in calf rib fat

ITmm in Bull EBV=0.75mm
in calf rib fat

Strong

151%

If premiums total 40c/kg
for high quality carcass’
from processors that
grade forrib fat that's
worth an extra $120 per
carcass. A minimum of
3mm rib fat is required in
most grading systems o
avoid cold shortening
(tough meat)

Eye Muscle
Area EBV

1cm?2in Bull EBV=0.5cm?2
in calf EMA

1cm?2in Bull EBV=0.33 cm?2
in calf EMA

Moderate

67%

Improved eye muscle
area is associated with
increased meat vyield or
dressing percentage

Intra Muscular
Fat EBV*

1% in Bull EBV= 32
in calf MSA Marble Score*

1% in Bull EBV=8.0
in calf MSA Marble Score

Satisfactory

25%

If premiums total 40c/kg
for high quality carcass’
from processors that
grade for Marble Score
that's worth an extra $120
per carcass.

Marbling is a key reason
for carcass’ failing to meet
EQ grading systems
specifications

Carcass Weight
EBV

Tkg in Bull EBV= 0.5kg
in calf carcass weight

Tkg in Bull EBV=0.15kg
in calf carcass weight

Satisfactory

32%

The heaviest sire's calves
had an exira 17kg of cwt.
At $5.50/kg** that's worth
an extra $93.50 per
carcass

*MSA marble score has been scaled to relate to IMF%. So expectation is moderate.

** Beef + Lamb NZ Economic Service 2018
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Proving Carcass: Ultrasound Scanning

Expectation Reality Result % of EBV turned into | So why bother?
calf performance
Rib Fat EBV Tmm in Bull EBV= Tmm in Bull EBV= Satisfactory | 40% If premiums total 40c/kg for high quality
0.5mmin calf rib fat | 0.20mm in calf rib fat carcass’ from processors that grade for
eating quality that’s worth an extra $120
Rump Fat EBV Tmm in Bull EBV= Tmm in Bull EBV= Moderate | 65% per carcass.
0.5mm in calf rump 0.32mm in calf rump
fat fat
Eye Muscle Area Tcm2in BullEBV=0.5 | Tcm2in Bull EBV= Moderate 66%
EBV cm2in calf EMA 0.33 cm2 in calf EMA
Intra Muscular Fat | 1% in Bull EBV= 0.5% 1% in BUll EBV=0.27% | Moderate | 54%
EBV in calf IMF% in calf IMF%
8 slope = 0.326 6 slope = 0.203
74
; Actual @ Actual
% 5 /Expected é /Expected
41 21
3.
2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

Sire FDP8 EBV

Sire FDRIB EBV
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Total Rib Fat - Slaughter
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slope = 0.265
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2
Sire IMF EBV

EMA (cm sq)

70

651

601

551

slope = 0.331

8
Sire EMA EBV

Relationship between Ultrasound scanning traits (for carcass) and abattoir collected carcass traits

Differences due to:

¢ Time between scanning and slaughter was up to a year for some mobs
e Otherresearch shows a moderate relationship between scanning and carcass traits (phenotypically)
e There has been no abattoir carcass data from NZ submitted to BREEDPLAN analyses and ultrasound scanning has facilitated good levels of genetic

gain internationally. It is still the most useful data for carcass analysis as most pedigree cattle cannot be killed in slaughter groups that are large

enough to be useful i.e. small numbers of cull heifers and bulls rather than whole mobs of steers as has been possible in the BPT.
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B+LNZ Genetics Beef Progeny Test: Cohort 2 summary of adjusted progeny averages (rank) across 52 sires

Carcass - Ultrasound Scanning Carcass- Abattoir

Herdbook
Breed Born Name number N. Calves
NZ Angus 2014 FOCUS 143143 194990143143 24 a3 o2 e 3067 145.6 [
NZ Angus 2013 FOCUS 131511 194730131511 22 20 4.3 | I 309.2 2 54.29% Em 145.9 Sl
NZ Angus 2013 FOCUS 131539 194730131539 26 ls 33 36 iz |307.6 38 54.26% I (1468 2.
NZ Angus 2013 KAKAHU BOND 13007 13300013007 21 3.7 2 B (3121 MONN |54.39% 36 148.8 B
NZ Angus 2013 KAKAHU JUBILANT 13054 13300013054 22 43 3.5 39 A RN (54.10% S 1488 41
NZ Angus 2013 LINTON 13543 20305013543 18 40 3.6 o [ 34 54.06% 26 145.9 A
NZ Angus 2010  MEADOWSLEA F540 19134010540 18 37 2. T 53.93% G 1474 27
NZ Angus 2006  MT MABLE FAT BOY 373 12188006373 23 3.7 29 34 36 54.07% 41! 1448 R
NZ Angus 2013 STORTH OAKS EVEREST J20 19507013J20 33 41 4.1 S G & 53.52% B 1488 )
NZ Angus 2013 STORTH OAKS JACK J7 19507013J7 31 36 3.4 35 . L3 5291% i 148.0 36
NZ Angus 2013 TE MANIA JONAH 13588 16932013588 29 3.4 2z Is1 53.31% & 1462 s
NZ Angus 2009  TURIHAUA SIR CRUMBLE E222 17691009E222 31 B 30 74 37 4 24 53.81% ki Is1 145.9 o
NZ Angus 2008  WAITANGI D213 18954008D213 24 ko 3.8 iz |58 s 40 303.6 52 53.83% 36 s 147.3 26
NZ Angus 2012 WHANGARA 12323 13649012323 25 e 3.6 2z 5.4 2 7 (3185 [ 54.34% I (1469
Intl Angus 2012 DEER VALLEY ALLIN (USA) US17307074 27 3.1 4.7 3124 B (54.37% . s 2R 1478 32
Intl Angus 2011 V ARRESERVE 1111 (USA) US16916944 18 29 3.1 4 4.8 @ [ ] 309.4 25 54.17% | X [ | 146.3 s
Intl Angus 2011 TE MANIA GARTH G67 AUVIMG67 25 30 4.1 Z (6.5 A B [313.8 N |53.70% 45.0% 2. g 350.0 39 146.0 o
Intl Angus 2008  TUWHARETOA REGENT D145 (AUS) AUBNADI45 40 S |44 2|63 Z— [ 310.4 20 53.96% 52.6% 2R 389.9 [ 1468 20
NZHereford 2011  ARDO FARGO 1154 277111154 25 52 3.7 e (59 i 2 306.6 L5l 53.85% 45.4% i . 347.3 ] 145.1 I
NZHereford ~ 2008  BLUESTONE 080014 1683080014 6 s5m 35 25 5.7 s 2 308.2 82 53.82% L] 46.2% I o 360.0 S 149.0 ]
NZHereford 2013 COLRAINE CODE WORD 13 139 1660130139 18 3.7 g |53 sz PZa 311.4 [N |53.79% 1 4 42.0% L] 357.8 . 146.6 s
NZHereford ~ 2008  GRASSMERE SPARK 555 200080555 19 sz 3.9 o (0 Slm— 2 (3120 N |53.91% 37 42.8% Lo SR (360.1 I B 150.6 ]
NZ Hereford 2012 KOANUI CHIEFLY 2510 216122510 13 84 4.1 G (6.5 a——— 28 311.5 B (5421% [ 49.3% | MBI (3645 2. 1477 30
NZ Hereford 2010  KOANUI UNANIMOUS 0408 216100408 12 Is1 3.2 o 5.3 3 4 305.5 ko 53.96% 5] 42.2% 41l . 2 3450 | 4 147.7 3
NZ Hereford 2012 LIMEHILLS STAMPER 20719 677120719 18 7 |33 34 5.3 30 . a2 308.7 54.47% AN |47.0% oI s MO (3469 B 1459 E—
NZHereford 2011 MONYMUSK GALLANT 110089 272110089 1 2 36 20 5.6 20 3.4 g (308.7 oz 53.91% 39 46.1% 2 s o | 348.6 146.9 2.
NZHereford 2012 OKAWA MAJOR 2008 617120008 16 3 30 ] 4.9 4 2.8 38 307.5 o] 53.46% ko 41.7% L] . 28 354.1 30 147.6 o
NZHereford 2012 ORARI GORGE MISCHIEF 120083 0400120083 19 ko 3.9 Sl (0 o (30 35 306.7 4 53.91% 38 41.8% L5 . -] 3563 24 149.7 4
IntlHereford 2011 EFBEEF U208 FORTUNE Y848 (USA) UsS43187500 25 33 3.5 26 5.4 25 3.0 33 305.3 54.23% B (469% o |4 Is1 3563 25 148.5 s
Intl Hereford 2009 WIRRUNA ECHUCA E99 AUWNAE99 25 @ 4.1 A 6.4 S (3.3 g [3082 <] 54.03% I 44.3% 2 A 3633 . |1460 2
NZ Stabiizer 2012 FOCUS BIG GENE 121293 121293 25 B (2.9 ko 4.4 ko 3.1 Bonm 314.9 B |54.77% [ 43.4% s L] 355.5 . 151.7 52
NZ Stabiizer 2012 FOCUS FOREFRONT 121599 121599 30 ) 33 57 55 3.4 ISR (3062 L 54.39% I |55.6% —— 381.5 A (150.7 ko
NZ Stabiizer 2013 FOCUS FORCEFUL 135159 135159 20 27 3.8 . |55 2 3.3 20 306.2 ] 54.48% G (41.6% X 351.6 2 149.2 L]
NZ Stabiizer 2013 FOCUS TRINITY 135263 135263 19 [ 4.8 —7 2 [ 3.4 O (3132 B |54.39% NOM  |44.3% [ . [ 353.0 [ ] 150.1 lis
NZ Stabiizer 2013 FOCUS PORTERHOUSE 135361 135361 31 g 30 s 4.7 s 3.3 ORI (3086 29 54.44% BN |40.2% s . 52 336.2 1434 I
NZ Simmental 2014 GLENSIDE CATALYST C23 1312AC0023 14 2 RN s 5.4 28 2.6 ] 311.1 IS (5471% DI | 43.4% [ | . | 4 351.7 Bl 146.5 6
NZ Simmental 2009 KERRAH AX49 1667AX0049 13 I 2.6 52 4.1 52 2.4 ko 3103 o 54.18% 20 45.6% L7 I 365.7 RN (149.4 &
NZ Simmental 2013 KERRAH BANDWAGON B306 1667AB0306 14 66.3 SR (39 g |57 2 |36 SR (3106 IEN |54.08% o7 48.6% 7 |57 (] 378.4 SR (1470 24
NZ Simmental 2013 KERRAH BANKER B464 1667BB0464 14 64.9 2 3.7 . [s9 |3 s 311.7 2NN |54.03% 43.1% B 5.7 357.9 1 146.8 9
NZSimmental 2014 RISSINGTON AC244 0049AC0244 10 66.0 G (3.5 Bz 6.4 G |28 o 310.6 R 53.96% 49.4% I (6.0 365.6 o 1473 25 |
NZ Simmental 2013 WAIKITE AB2038 1455AB2038 14 64.7 A 3.4 Zomm 5.4 27 2.4 &9 309.7 [ | 54.11% [ 39.1% Is1 5.9 2 325.9 52 147.9 35
NZ Simmental 2012 WAIKITE AMPLE AA2241 1455AA2241 14 65.1 g 29 3 4.5 2.4 ls 310.7 AN |54.37% SN |43.0% 38 5.4 L] 342.4 ko 147.8 34
NZ Simmental 2014 WAIKITE AC2016 1455AC2016 5 64.6 26 3.6 2 5.3 3.0 32 312.3 CIN  |5388% 41l 43.8% zomm 6.4 DI (362.4 SN 1474
Intl Simmental 2012 CDI RIMROCK 3257 (USA) Us2700121 13 65.7 o 33 36 4.9 3.4 e [3082 B8l 54.53% R | 49.9% SR (5.2 & 377.6 G (14801 37
Intl Simmental 2008  HOOKS YELLOWSTONE 97Y (USA) US2612546 15 65.2 s |32 38 4.9 42l 3.1 2 315.5 RN 54.49% G |44.4% 24 6.1 2. 342.6 lis 146.2 4
Intl Simmental 2003 RIVERBEND TAMARACK 60N PF (CAN) CA618651 12 64.9 9 29 Is1 4.3 51 2.4 52 308.0 35 54.12% 24 40.2% ko 53 B 355.1 28 151.6 51
NZ Charolais 2013 CENTREWOOD 130516 001130516E 14 66.0 B (33 35 5.8 g 28 37 310.1 2 54.14% 23 49.0% I 5.5 42 367.3 N 1447 I
NZ Charolais 2011 HEMINGFORD GAMBLER G44 803110044E 6 65.5 . 30 3 4.5 lis 2.6 L] 311.0 TG |54.60% I |43.7% 2 5.8 34 349.1 40 145.6 |
NZ Charolais 2007 KAITOKE COMMODORE C22 4710700226 12 65.0 iz 30 <] 5.1 38 2.4 Is1 307.6 87 53.90% 40! 37.4% 52 5.8 [ | 347.3 B 148.3 38
NZ Charolais 2011 SILVERSTREAM GEDDES G102 0831101020 13 64.7 2z 33 4.8 3 2.6 & 305.6 s 54.06% [ 1 41.7% L] 5.6 354.6 29 147.8
NZ Charolais 2004 SIMCA HILLS V EEDUB 133040035 6 66.9 PR (3.2 4.9 <] 2.6 43 3126 N |54.42% I (450% 20 5.8 3523 [ | 148.6
Intl Charolais 2010 LEACHMAN WHITE GOLD PO002X (USA) USM796550 6 64.7 23 3.5 2a0m 5.6 s |29 36 308.6 30 54.15% P 45.9% B |60 | | 358.4 20 146.5 a7
mum 5 81.5 2.6 41 2.4 303.6 52.91% 37.4% 4.6 325.9 143.4
Average 19 64.4 3.5 5.4 31 309.4 54.09% 44.6% 6.0 357.1 147.5 [
Maximum 40 86.9 48 7.2 43 3185 54.77% 55.6% 83 389.9 151.7 |
Lower
Longer colored bars are associated Ranked on Ranked on Ranked on number
with higher rank- which is more increased increased increased more
To note: preferable fattness fattness fattness preferrable
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In summary

Expectation

e We expect the sires EBVs to (on average) perform well in predicting the performance of their calves. In doing this they should show a positive
upward slope where groups of bulls have better EBVs and a result- their calves are better. In a perfect world the slope of the graph would be
slope = 0.5 where the EBV perfectly predicts calf performance. However, it is most useful to see whether there is a positive frend line, as EBVs are
estimated. This shows us whether selection on an EBV will deliver actual improvement on a commercial farm. How strong that trend-line is
compared to the theoretical expected value of 0.5, is the relationship to look at when proving an EBV to work (or not).

Reality

e Mostsires EBVs (across the fraits) lined up well and predicted the performance of their calves. On average they did a good job of improving
ACTUAL performance. In fact, 73% of the sires EBVs (that we looked at) turned into actual calf performance.
e If you use improved EBVs you will get improved calves.

So why bother?

o Better EBVs = better calves = better money
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