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Fig. 1. The E-model of milk recording for dairy goats - composed of PDA, RFID tag, LactoCorder electronic
mobile milk flow meter (A and B), RFID milk sample bottle (C) and a software of goat farm management (D)
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Fig. 2. The photographs of milk recording for dairy goats by using RFID tag (A), cable tie (B) and neck collar (C).
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Table 1. Effect of different identification systems on milk recording time (sec/head) for dairy goats

Farms
Items
L S C
. . 1296 £2.11° 19.99 +3.65° 21.10+4.10°
Time of milking, seconds ! . :
(n=295) (n=14) (n=42)
Identification system
Items
RFID tag Cable tie Neck collar
) . 23.43%6.52 28.58 £5.66 34.08 £3.83
Time of goat identification ! ) )
(n=28) (n=12) (n=28)

“" Means within the same row with the different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).
' The number within parenthesis means sample size (batch).
* The number within parenthesis means sample size (individual).
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to establish a milk recording E-model of dairy goats in Taiwan. This E-model
were composed of electronic mobile milk flow meter (LactoCorder), personal digital assistant (PDA), radio
frequency identification (RFID) tag, RFID milk sample bottle and a software of goat farm management. This
E-model can be used for reducing the time of identification and milk recording when farmers worked on dairy
goat DHI program. The experiment was conducted on three dairy goat farms near by the middle of Taiwan. Each
farm had a different identification system followed by RFID tag, cable tie and neck collar. The results showed
that milking time for these three dairy farms were from 12.96 to 21.10 sec/head, when farmers did not use goat
identification procedure or milk sampling. In general, these three farms had a difference of 8.14 sec/head on dairy
goat routine milking works. However, the milking seconds were extended, when farmers started to collect milk
sample or identify dairy goat individually. Results showed that E-model spent 23.43 sec/head on goat milking and
identification. Another two vision identification systems spent 28.5 sec/head (cable tie) and 34.08 sec/head (neck
collar), respectively. It seemed that those seconds of goat milking and recording by using E-model were more
shorter compared with that of by the cable tie or neck collar. Results proved that this E-model used in this study
could be valid for abbreviating seconds of identification, milking and milk recording. This E-model had superior
benefits on saving milk recording time, labor cost, and keeping data accuracy. And, it can have a positive respond
on spreading the dairy goat DHI program all over the Taiwan area.

Key Words: Radio frequency identification, Milk recording time, Dairy goat.
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