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Table 1. Frequency of animals in different levels
of inbreeding

Inbreeding level No of animals %

F=0 2615 45.67

0.00< F<0.05 2101 36.70
0.05< F<0.10 433 7.56
0.10< F<0.15 336 5.87
0.15< F<0.20 153 2.67
0.20< F£0.25 55 0.96
0.25< F<£0.30 26 0.45
0.30< F<£0.35 6 0.10

0.35< F 1 0.01
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Fig. 1. Trend of average inbreeding coefficient arngdected inbreeding under random mating
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Table 2. Distribution of progenies per sire

Parameter Value
Mean 19.94
SD 14.5
CV (%) 72.72
Variance 210.29
SE 0.92
Min 1
Max 83
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Table 3. Generation interval (Gl) for four paths

Path Number Gl SE

Father-Son 212 2.5566  0.0591
Father-Daughter 1199 2.5420  0.0237
Mother-Son 222 3.8424  0.1060
Mother-Daughter 1224 3.9265  0.0460
Total 2857 3.2373  0.0272
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Fig. 2. Average rate of inbreeding and rate ofti@teship in seven generations of Markhoz goat patparh
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Table 4. Effective population size in Markhoz
goat population
Estimation Method

Effective size

Individual increase in inbreeding 60.41
Regression on the birth date 75.38
Log regression on the birth date 78.33
Rate of coancestry 82.50
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Abstract

Pedigree analysis is a useful tool for the studwtaicture, genetic diversity and history of popioles. This
study was conducted to characterize populatiorcire, estimation of inbreeding and effective pagiah size

in Markhoz goats using pedigree analysis. Data istats of pedigree records of 5726 animals, coltkcte
between 1987 and 2016 by Markhoz goat Performalesting Station. Computer programs, including CFC fo
descriptive statistics of pedigree, ENDOG for eation of effective population size and generatiaerval and
EVA for inbreeding trend were used in this reseafidfe ratio of inbred animals was 54.3% of totgbylation.
The mean of co-ancestry and inbreeding coefficientshe population were 2.61 and 2.68, respectjvely
indicated that the observed inbreeding level ihéighan expectatiofstimated effective number of founders
was 85.65, represents unequal founder contributioqpulation. Undesirable trend for inbreedingiidobe
due to high contribution of few ancestors in repitbn and low migration rate of animals in Markhgaat
station. The mean generation interval for totalydapon and founders were 3.23 and 5.73 yearsgeuntisgly,
emphasizing the replacement of young bucks and dodke recent generations. Effective populatiore si
computed via individual increase in inbreeding wgsial to 60.41 and was not far from the 50, acatiitievel
proposed for an ideal population. The results iatgicthat the biodiversity of population has deadadn
conclusion this research supports the prioritydonservation genetic strategy instead of selegirograms in
Markhoz goat.

Keywords: Effective population size, Conservation genetitsbreeding Coefficient, Mating systems,
Generation interval
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