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Table 1. Changes of pH value in raw and fresh goat milk from Feb. 2011 to Nov. 2012

Sample Month (Season) Number pH value range pH value average
Raw goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 17 6.47 — 6.67 6.57£0.10°
4 (Cool) 17 6.46 — 6.74 6.6410.08°
6 (Summer) 18 6.48 — 6.64 6.55%0.14°
8 (Summer) 17 6.48 — 6.68 6.57+0.13°
10 (Cool) 16 6.50 — 6.74 6.6510.09°
Raw goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 15 6.31 — 6.79 6.6810.12°
5 (Cool) 16 6.38 — 6.67 6.60 £0.07°
7 (Summer) 17 6.54 — 6.75 6.69 £0.05°
9 (Summer) 16 6.56 — 6.76 6.68 +0.08"
11 (Cool) 15 6.54 — 6.64 6.58+0.03"
Fresh goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 19 6.44 — 6.67 6.61 £0.05*"
4 (Cool) 19 6.40 — 6.83 6.71£0.10*
6 (Summer) 19 6.49 — 6.63 6.56 1 0.06°°
8 (Summer) 19 6.47 — 6.67 6.60+0.11°
10 (Cool) 19 6.58 — 6.79 6.70 £ 0.07*
Fresh goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 17 6.56 — 6.89 6.74+0.12*
5 (Cool) 18 6.50 — 6.79 6.66 + 0.07*"
7 (Summer) 19 6.55 — 6.80 6.72 £ 0.06"
9 (Summer) 18 6.58 — 6.82 6.74 £ 0.09"
11 (Cool) 17 6.54 — 6.73 6.67 £ 0.05"

“* A€ Means with the same superscript in a column are not significantly different (P < 0.05).

2. 2011 4£2 FZE 2012 4 11 F B A 2 FLAIGEE L ALAER) 2 (1

Table 2. Changes of raw and fresh goat milk fat percentage from Feb. 2011 to Nov. 2012

Sample Month (Season) Number Fat (%) range Fat (%) average
Raw goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 17 2.87 — 4.49 3.49 +0.43"¢
4 (Cool) 17 2.60 — 4.60 3.35+0.84%
6 (Summer) 18 2.32 —4.29 3.05 £ 0.49°
8 (Summer) 17 2.63 — 4.28 3.08 £0.45%
10 (Cool) 16 2.75 — 4.52 3.09 0.50°
Raw goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 15 2.61 — 4.39 3.30 £ 0.40"
5 (Cool) 16 2.86 — 4.14 3.3110.33"
7 (Summer) 17 2.88 — 5.03 3.58 £0.66™
9 (Summer) 16 3.02 — 5.18 3.82£0.54®
11 (Cool) 15 3.52 —5.25 3.94+0.50°
Fresh goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 19 3.20 — 3.99 3.54+0.22"
4 (Cool) 19 2.97 — 3.69 3.35+0.18"
6 (Summer) 19 2.78 — 3.56 3.1210.25°
8 (Summer) 19 2.82 — 3.601 3.2510.51°
10 (Cool) 19 2.59 — 3.56 3.1210.25°
Fresh goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 17 3.33 —3.77 3.41+022%
5 (Cool) 18 333 — 438 3.73+£0.29*
7 (Summer) 19 3.29 — 4.04 3.56+0.22"
9 (Summer) 18 3.59 — 5.10 3.81+0.38"
11 (Cool) 17 3.56 — 4.19 3.89+0.21%

a-d, A-B

Means with the same superscript in a column are not significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 3. Changes of raw and fresh goat milk SNF percentage from Feb. 2011 to Nov. 2012
Sample Month (Season) Number SNF (%) range SNF (%) average
Raw goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 17 7.81 — 9.15 8.74 £0.30"
4 (Cool) 17 8.07 — 9.04 8.56+0.25%
6 (Summer) 18 7.42 — 9.39 8.07 £ 0.65°
8 (Summer) 17 8.04 — 9.25 8.38+0.31™
10 (Cool) 16 8.09 — 9.35 8.3810.31™
Raw goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 15 7.60 — 9.32 8.53 +0.44%
5 (Cool) 16 8.05 — 8.82 8.43+0.17"
7 (Summer) 17 8.16 — 8.97 8.49 £ 0.40%
9 (Summer) 16 7.71 — 8.52 8.18 £0.22°
11 (Cool) 15 7.79 — 8.62 8.28+0.19™
Fresh goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 19 7.68 — 9.05 8.20 £ 0.46"
4 (Cool) 19 7.75 — 8.90 8.21+0.51*
6 (Summer) 19 7.71 — 9.10 8.13+0.47"
8 (Summer) 19 7.75 — 8.79 8.22+0.41"
10 (Cool) 19 7.63 — 9.10 8.13+0.47"
Fresh goat milk(2012) 3 (Winter) 17 7.45 — 8.86 8.15+0.38"
5 (Cool) 18 7.60 — 8.36 7.96 £0.26"
7 (Summer) 19 7.48 — 8.76 8.05+0.43"
9 (Summer) 18 7.47 — 8.55 8.06 £ 0.49*
11 (Cool) 17 7.61 — 8.79 8.15+£0.44*
ac, A

Means with the same superscript in a column are not significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 4. Comparison with season of raw and fresh goat milk SNF percentage from Feb. 2011 to Nov. 2012

Sample/Season

SNF (%) range

Sample number

Percentage of season sample number (%)

Raw goat milk

Winter 7.50% | 0 0
7.51 — 8.00% 3 9.4
8.01 — 8.50% 15.6
8.51 — 9.00% 21 65.6
9.01% 1 3 94
Cool 7.50% | 0 0
7.51 — 8.00% 1 1.6
8.01 — 8.50% 46 71.9
8.51 — 9.00% 15 234
9.01% 1 2 3.1
Summer 7.50% | 2 3.0
7.51 — 8.00% 6 9.0
8.01 — 8.50% 44 65.6
8.51 — 9.00% 13 19.4
9.01% 1 2 3.0
All 7.50% | 2 1.2
7.51 — 8.00% 10 6.1
8.01 — 8.50% 95 58.3
8.51 — 9.00% 49 30.1
9.01% 1 7 43
Fresh goat milk
Winter 7.50% | 2 5.6
7.51 — 8.00% 12 333
8.01 — 8.50% 15 41.7
8.51 — 9.00% 13.8
9.01% 1 2 5.6
Cool 7.50% | I 1.4
7.51 — 8.00% 30 41.1
8.01 — 8.50% 28 38.4
8.51 — 9.00% 12 16.4
9.01% 1 2 2.7
Summer 7.50% | 2 2.3
7.51 — 8.00% 35 412
8.01 — 8.50% 31 36.6
8.51 — 9.00% 15 17.6
9.01% 1 2 2.3
All 7.50% | 5 2.8
7.51 — 8.00% 77 42.2
8.01 — 8.50% 64 35.2
8.51 — 9.00% 30 16.5
9.01% 1 6 33

“» A€ Means with the same superscript in a column are not significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 5. Changes of raw and fresh goat milk protein percentage from Feb. 2011 to Nov. 2012

Sample Month (Season) Number Protein (%) range Protein (%) average
Raw goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 17 2.90 — 3.42 3.25%0.11°
4 (Cool) 17 3.00 — 3.36 3.18£0.10®
6 (Summer) 18 2.90 — 3.49 2.99 +0.24°
8 (Summer) 17 298 — 3.45 3.11£0.12%
10 (Cool) 16 3.00 — 3.49 3.11£0.12%
Raw goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 15 2.82 — 3.48 3.1710.17°
5 (Cool) 16 296 — 3.25 3.10£0.07%
7 (Summer) 17 299 —3.29 3.03+0.15°
9 (Summer) 16 2.83 — 3.14 3.01 £0.08°
11 (Cool) 15 2.86 — 3.17 3.051£0.07°
Fresh goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 19 2.86 — 3.36 3.06+0.17*
4 (Cool) 19 2.86 — 3.31 3.06+0.19*
6 (Summer) 19 2.83 — 3.38 3.0210.17*
8 (Summer) 19 2.89 — 3.27 3.06+0.16*
10 (Cool) 19 2.83 — 3.38 3.02+0.17*
Fresh goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 17 2.86 — 3.40 3.05+0.17*
5 (Cool) 18 2.89 — 3.28 3.0410.13"
7 (Summer) 19 275 — 322 2.9610.16%
9 (Summer) 18 2.75 — 3.25 2.96+0.18%
11 (Cool) 17 2.80 — 3.23 2.99+0.16*

““A Means with the same superscript in a column are not significantly different (P < 0.05).

6. 2011 ££2 HZE 2012 £ 11 HEEAFAMEFAAEZEL

Table 6. Changes of raw and fresh goat milk lactose percentage from Feb. 2011 to Nov. 2012

Sample Month (Season) Number Lactose (%) range Lactose (%) average
Raw goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 17 426 — 5.01 476 £0.16
4 (Cool) 17 440 — 492 4.6610.14"
6 (Summer) 18 4.04 — 5.12 4.40 % 0.36°
8 (Summer) 17 438 — 5.02 4.56+0.17"
10 (Cool) 16 4.41 — 5.08 4.5610.16™
Raw goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 15 4.14 — 5.07 4.6410.24"
5 (Cool) 16 442 — 484 4.6310.10"
7 (Summer) 17 449 — 493 4.660.22"
9 (Summer) 16 422 — 4.68 4.49+0.12"
11 (Cool) 15 447 — 4.74 4.55+0.11%
Fresh goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 19 4.17 — 4.92 4.46 +£0.26"
4 (Cool) 19 4.01 — 4.85 447+0.28%
6 (Summer) 19 4.15 — 491 4.42+0.25%
8 (Summer) 19 423 —4.78 4.47+0.22"
10 (Cool) 19 4.15 — 495 4.42+0.25%
Fresh goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 17 3.89 —4.82 4.31+0.25"
5 (Cool) 18 4.01 — 4.55 4.25+0.20°
7 (Summer) 19 4.11 — 4.82 4.42+0.24%
9 (Summer) 18 4.11 — 4.86 443+0.27"
11 (Cool) 17 4.18 — 4.83 4.48+0.24*

a-c, A-B

Means with the same superscript in a column are not significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 7. Changes of raw and fresh goat milk whey protein percentage from Feb. 2011 to Nov. 2012

Sample Month (Season) Number Whey protein (%) range Whey protein (%) average
Raw goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 17 0.57 — 1.01 0.75%0.12°
4 (Cool) 17 0.21 — 0.99 0.73£0.17°
6 (Summer) 18 0.24 — 0.76 0.55%0.18°
8 (Summer) 17 0.20 — 0.73 0.58+0.17°
10 (Cool) 16 0.29 — 0.94 0.75+0.21°
Raw goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 15 0.68 — 1.03 0.94+0.38"
5 (Cool) 16 0.51 — 0.68 0.60 £ 0.06°
7 (Summer) 17 0.53 —0.92 0.65 £ 0.09™
9 (Summer) 16 0.36 — 0.81 0.66 % 0.11
11 (Cool) 15 0.72 — 1.07 0.900.11°
Fresh goat milk (2011) 2 (Winter) 19 0.13 — 0.63 0.28 +0.10*"
4 (Cool) 19 0.08 — 0.64 0.2510.12*"
6 (Summer) 19 0.03 — 0.30 0.19 £ 0.09%
8 (Summer) 19 0.05 — 0.27 0.16 £ 0.08°
10 (Cool) 19 0.09 — 0.47 0.29£0.11""
Fresh goat milk (2012) 3 (Winter) 17 0.16 — 0.95 0.34 1 0.08"
5 (Cool) 18 0.03 — 0.29 0.1610.07°
7 (Summer) 19 0.06 — 0.43 0.2310.12*"
9 (Summer) 18 0.01 — 0.31 0.17 £ 0.08°
11 (Cool) 17 0.15 — 0.42 0.27£0.07*"

“%4C Means with the same superscript in a column are not significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Abstract

The raw milk made at least heat treatment of processing fresh milk for human consumption and therefore the safety
of the milk quality is noteworthy topic. In addition, the composition of goat milk and cow milk is different. There are very
few references of goat milk quality. Chinese national standard of raw milk standard was amended in June of 2010, it is
recommended that solids-not-fat of cow and goat milk increased from 8.0% to 8.25%. Contingent domestic goat raw milk
does not establish a comprehensive quality information is available. Therefore Livestock Research Institute detected of raw
and fresh goat milk quality of Taiwan goat milk processing plant during 2011-2012, to establish the basic information of
local goat milk quality. The qualities of raw and fresh goat milk in Taiwan were investigated in Feb., Apr., Jun., Aug., Oct.
of 2011 and Mar., May, Jul., Sep., Nov. of 2012. Raw goat milk had the highest contents of fat and solids-non-fat milk in
February (winter), were 3.49 and 8.74%, respectively; the lowest in June (summer), 3.05 and 8.07%, respectively. During
the investigation, the raw and fresh goat milk samples do not conform to standard of the solids-not-fat in CNS were 7.7 and

48.4%, respectively.
Key words: Goat milk, Quality, Solids-not-fat.
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