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Tushsuawiaan 1nediasnesinid1uiuLle Total aerobic bacteria (TAB), Escherichia coli, salmonella spp-,
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coliform wag Staphylococcus aureus VDILVEIAILE ﬁ@’lﬁ]LﬁumLMQ‘UENM?UHL%EML%@LL‘UﬂﬁL‘%E‘J (unen HRLE
mrugldinugiv wasdug) raensuUsuiisuiuaudeuuaiiSeluiunfinldanduaund waviduuiiidu
Tsmduudniay nansanwnuinfiuneniisiuauide TAB, £ coli, salmonella spp., coliform wag S. aureus
iJuﬁ‘jaumﬂﬁqﬂ D 7.24, 4.21, 4.15, 4.09 uag 4.23 log cfu/cm’Muadiu (p<0.05) sedaanAonwusldtnuy
fiwuide TAB uag E. coli Wiy 5.77 waw 2.57 log cfu/cm’ muardty TudiuvesiiedSndunsralinuideuuadiFe
NNviln Tudruvasusnanduunuingrundidulsadunsnauiivsunande TAB, £ coli, salmonella spp.,
coliform wag S. aureus WinAu 5.75, 3.19, 3.16, 3.20 Way 5.38 log cfu/cm’ muaiau Fannnindefeuiuid
wnUndfimuiinsdudiewneade . aureus Wisseghadeniseiu 2.91 log cfu/cm? statnunand e iidulsa
WAIULSnLEUiAT TAB, E coli, salmonella spp. Wwag S. aureus Winfu 5.72, 2.69, 2.91 wag 4.27 log cfu/ml
audsu Fannnddleieuiuiuienduaunifinude TAB Wissegraden Tiszsu 3.05 log cfu/ml (p<0.05)
Mnwanegoaaguliinsiudeudeuuaiideluhusnedudlnginn avuglddun venand
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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to investigate the source of bacterial contamination in raw goat milk
during milking period in a small-scale farm, which determine the number of total aerobic bacteria (TAB),
Escherichia coli, salmonella spp., coliform and Staphylococcus aureus. The examination found that the
floor surface were the most contaminated with TAB, E. coli, salmonella spp., coliform and S. aureus as
7.24,4.21, 4.15, 4.09 and 4.23 log cfu/cm?, respectively (p<0.05). The milk container was detected TAB and

E.coli as 5.77 and 2.57 log cfu/cm’, respectively. However, there was no detected all types of bacteria on
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worker’s hand. In part of the udder and raw goat milk, the number of TAB, E. coli, salmonella spp, coliform
and S. aureus of raw goat milk from infectious mastitis udder were 5.75, 3.19, 3.16, 3.20 and 5.38 log cfu/ml,
respectively. However, S. aureus number of non-infectious mastitis milk was 2.91 log cfu/ml which lower
than infectious mastitis milk (p<0.05). The non-infectious mastitis udder surfaces were detected only TAB
as 3.05 log cfu/ cm?, which lower than infectious mastitis udder with were 5.72, 2.69, 2.91 and 4.27 log
cfu/cm? for TAB, E. coli, salmonella spp. and S. aureus, respectively. Therefore, from these results can
concluded that the raw goat milk were contaminate with bacteria by the milk container, and the floor

surface may be the main cause of mastitis in dairy goat.
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WUIu‘L’f”luaJ f® Escherichia coli., salmonella spp., Bacillus cereus, Staphylococcus aureus \.a¢ Listeria
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LaﬂsuuswimgﬁmﬂwuﬂagmmiUuLﬁauL%asqﬁum%ﬁlﬁwduﬁu Nakthong and Piamkhal (2012) @nwiUeuiiieuna
vo93Ensinuuiifvonisuuilondordunidluduy wuinuuungisafeiniesisauwde standard plate
count, coliform, B. cereus wag S. aureus 3NN WATISIWILTD £, coli. Teuninileisuiuinuuungfisndeile
uananiinislfindostaunuuulignudnnsoraduanguisedsaduudnavuuylinanseints Tedwa
nsnumMaAsugRatensdslanazungumduatiann shlidunuiemagesusiilflunsdnulsadiuiu
TummzLﬁmﬁuﬁﬁwaﬁﬂﬁﬂ%mmLLaxﬂmmwmaqﬁmuawaq (Seegers et al., 2003)
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Fauvlufuauiaidn Tneasramisiuauienuniliiesausienun (Total aerobic bacteria; TAB), E. coli,
salmonella spp., coliform waz S. aureus vasuuudildanduuUnfuasduniidndod nasnuay vsnau
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Snwlundestiuftussgiudsionmnd 4-8 ssmwaioa warihlunmatieseulunes fiRnsviud
N13A59A ATV IUHUANS

prRiATEE e nuATiSefEdE Pour plate Fmnduneulumsnsviinneiliitnsunande
(Sterile Technique) InevhnsidearsdionunailiBonuy Seral dilution wdMIBE UL LIS AEUT 8T
$umzsenuaiiise (Selective medium) wazadiagll Ao 1) Nutrient agar 14lun1s3tasizsinn TAB 2) Eosin
methylene blue agar Iﬁumﬁmiwﬁﬁa E. coli 3) MacConkey agar llun1s3tas1z4inn salmonella spp. wag
3) Lauryl sulfate tryptose agar Tolunsiimsngyinn coliform 3) Brain heart infusion agari‘ﬂumﬁm%%ﬁvﬁa S.
aureus urthaumsiisadevuiigumgd 35-37 ssrneaiea Tsgesnatlunisty 24-a8 d2lus aandy
ﬂuﬁwmuiﬂiaﬁ%u%aLwﬂﬁfsJﬁﬁﬁ'lmulﬂIaﬁagimm 30-300 laladl wazsneerunatdu colony forming unit
per ml (CFU/ml) (Soliman et al., 2016)
N1SAATILANINEDR

nsnseiteyanisadfldlusunsudsagy SAS (Version 9.1) lumsilasesideyadilaiiiediasnesi

ANUUUTUTINYRIANARE (Analysis of Variance: ANOVA) waziu3ouifisuanuuandaszuitangusegialagld

Duncan’s New Multiple Range Test (DMRT) fisziuanudetudeay 95
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MnnsAnwmuiiueoninisuudourentowuafiSogeiian (p<0.05) Taswunisuudeude TAB, £
coli, salmonella spp., coliform wag S. aureus sy 7.24,4.21,4.15, 4.09 uag 4.23 log cfu/cm” ANA1AU
sesaunfemvurldinum Tnenude TAB wax £ coli isvsiu 5.77 wae 2.57 log cfu/cm? weiilawuinfimsuumidon
vede Salmonella spp., coliform waz S. aureus Tua'awuaaﬁaé’%mﬁumwlﬂwudwﬁmiUuL’ﬁnyauL%aLLUﬂﬁL’%EJ
(n1wil 1) Bramley and McKinnon (1990) s1891winlsaifeuidssdniilitansesmenaziinnsvudonvenie
RIEVIREER FliAamsuudouusnandhunuasiuy Fuhnusuaiiiesiin streptococdi, staphylococci, spore-
formers, coliforms wagnguuuailiGaunsuay il Favero et al. (2015) IdihTansesueuluvhiilauuniinses
s udeuuaiidenuiinsuidouveats TAB, coliform wae streptococci iU 8.50-8.98, 6.16-6.77 uae
5.83-6.85 log cfu/g Aua1AY ﬁaﬁaﬁ'wmul,%al,wmﬁL%EJVMW'Nﬁuﬁ?usﬁuagjﬁumm%uLLazmﬂwu']LLﬂuﬁuaﬁaqim
uau %qwudﬁaqiawauﬁ%uLLazﬁm’]wmLLu'umﬂ%Lflua’]ms;maamil,ﬁmimLé“mué”ﬂLaULLazmiUuLﬁauL%a
wuaiiSeluthuy wenanil Sommano (1995) s1eaudmalivanuazerlsaieuszinavldinnsuuiou

VYBIUATILILLANENS 5.20 log cfu/g
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nsAndnunsuuleuds £ coli way coliform Miunsnuazn1wuglduuuAsuinegs Reinemann et al.
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(1997) N&1331 E. coli waz coliform 1Junuaiiiiefienavwleunnaingaarseusenildatelunisy viadidn
coliform HA11AN31 100 MPN/ml Usdlaanusudidgmauninuas 01nuesdinindon Lagdunaun1sinssudn?

TunsSaun ludruveansueviogunsalldiuuidunanafintiuaziignsuvuindn (micro-pore) uflogvoengu
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Figure 2 uanssuudeuuaiidefivuionuinaiuvewnesiidudununiniouieuiugu
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L@ﬁuuﬁLﬂuL@ﬁumﬁﬂLaU%WUL%a TAB, E. coli, salmonella spp., coliform wag S. aureus ﬁ‘izﬁu 5.74, 3.19, 3.16,
3.20 way 5.38 log cfu/cm’ muansu s?iqﬁmqqml,éhumﬂaﬁwmﬁmﬁa S. aureus fiséu 2.91 log cfu/crm’

(p<0.05) McKinnon et al. (1990) $1e91ui1MsUulauvewualisUSnAMULLAzIAULTUTLegTUTWIAYEY
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4 8 log cfu/g uagazdwavnlminnsuuleureadouuaisglunisiusmihuuaulitdesnin 4 log cfu/ml

Tudruvesiruunuindunanndunaiduduusniauazwuidie TAB, £ coli, salmonella spp. wag S.

a1 '

aureus N3¢V 5.72, 2.69, 2.90 Uag 4.27 log cfu/ml aua1su FadlAnganindiuuaindnunfnnuiie e TAB

'
o

N152AU 3.05 log cfu/ml (p<0.05) FsapnadasiunuidefuulassnuiuuanduuUniazinisvudou

1 - oY & v o o N a & R i
Wenuafiseiantes luraugmhuuanlafilulsawnuudnauasisuaunuaiisevuloulidesndi 7 log cfu/ml

% %
U <

vl Pugh (2002) 5989171 S. aureus WudouuafiSofiddruddnrhliaalsawuusniay aunsaasylés
Tusun uazoraunsnszaelugdnismaug iunaedesiaun dudaiuy feaudaun uazgunsaisinag
59 Fenlon et al. (1995) svyilunnsufifilamlsasussniaulugsinagnuide s aureus luthuufulsitosndy
2 log cfu/ml

ogilsfimuainua TAB vesiusunendusUnilumsveaesidnaglunasiiunn suil ACFS (2008)
¥ tmunmmsgrumusurusuaideiinuludualy 3 sedu e 1) funn: <5x10° cfu/ml 1) &: 5x10%10°

cfu/ml uag 3) 1n5g1U: >10-2x10° cfu/ml
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Figure 1 Total aerobic bacteria, E. coli, salmonella spp. coliform wag S. aureus counts of risk factors at

smallholder farm.
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Figure 2 Total aerobic bacteria, E. coli, salmonella spp. coliform wag S. aureus counts of a) udder

(infectious/non-infectious mastitis) and a) goat milk from the udder (infectious/non-infectious mastitis)
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