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B #mgE 2JolA Medilac- F2J
RE RhRA Y EERY MR

=T e £ E"

#w

ANEE L¥ehe KE o BRI B s 2
o AR BEN S BEREIAI T & 250 A
Habe Zolv AFBRE o2 FE ddojxle Holo)
R B Ml S Ml BNl Sole
Al ST ol AEe BE e MENES

il

"

B RIS s oleldl ks b
o] A IEHBMAIE# (Normal Intestinal
Flora) gt 32 o] & Mg o] o H2-& 5
7t AR BES I BHEE 5T SHAA AU
B odold Az el o] 52 A WS A%
st E A7 o2 Fel M-S AA ek gl7]
ol BHERE S 23 #Mbo) ¢l B, A —
E RS TR ER sk 9leh

A EFEBNMEE S BEN Bole A =&
FIRHS 5 Shod BEHARE S i sho] BRI} £ o) 3}Al
stod FAV EEIL A AT 4 gle vlE
al, obul:eAl 58 uhEo] Wl EE A oJFAE 3}
o gk HE o RFET| RS ATete] fEERES
R A7 7V % Fhep

BRMEES K 2 ABES A4 44
T 4 o) BEHNCAE FHE6 oJurix] M
Aol AT dwt olAA KM oA ule
A BAME S s Tl 10088 L bol 2
O e Bipel ek 2R AUk

Fral KIBHol= B#E7 o BHE & dv
HEMEMRE ] LM ol F 3 Y+ dP HIEEH ut
e] 2 0] = (Bacteroide), %] 2% (Eubacterium),

* BB BEAS MRS

R SR ERE (Streptococei) 50 tHEH H ol
gla & 4 len, F22E L (Clostridium)
3} vl 2|2 (Veillonella) 55 A4 A5l
UL

EFBNEZS B BEN ER -4 o
217} BEE S B slel olF Folv ES M,
RS AR S M o] o= EH Uk B
E59 AEEEE 2 24 Lactobacillus, FLEAEKE
2 4] Streptococcus 12 3 Bifidus® 5] 9= ol
ol 52 Bk LISl BN ThE X M o
& HE S ol AT PIEHE S AR ERBAE
#=o] B fFsied HEY #ES e Re
2 oA gleps

g olope BBEM S sH= oz v
7+ ot#d 2 Clostridium butyricum Miyairi= A}&+3}
Byel BE#E shlzd shd MEEwE S
ARE A AR, SIRE 59 BNo s+
N2y Wl BURE S A sted HILERER 2
B BEIR L £ Aoz B3 BB KBHE,
AR, WERIRE, 42delE 53 ZAREAR
Soll AHaked w3 AR S shed IEEBNEE
o] RS HiFr s RES s A= QUogy

AL S EER AN A= JUEWHE (antibiotics) 9
FKEFERRIME 249 g o RFPat ol
AEGR R EE7L S HESL oo g &K
arihol AAE Sl vl Felustel A s ofo #
3= B ol TR Hsted mikshuvn) ffTEl
AUk

olotzho B 2 A BHE HAERC ol KH 9
R 2 SRS SolAv AAse fEA ol

* K B ArlFET YT 24N BrRgkol fkote] o) fel A A4
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RAodA [FEfoll Kot BHERS] MEA 9=
WHES SR 2 EAY BHE QA H98d
Bofioll obAl olohzte 48 AT 4 ok A
Zrsl = A EBE SRRmE R ERskYl tarE A
=Holehy

ole}e AHEI- BERoEA ddiy #R
#HEO A ofel BEF RESIQo W o529 Ky
o] ALgke] EBH =+ AANGEMEZA  FIH =
stom] a7le] k4ol Atglel BNl FfESE
RS #ES FIASAY A5 BRFAG AN Bk
e e ASBERcE FIA Ao

SCARS 1ol 4] B ol HE] A B S Fg ol Kl st
€ AL & 4 o FERd AKA £EHS 2
2 REol [EMA BI7 —Aveldln, 2 A
A 2A BYELes AMEYY Sz 8
B 2fholA & o o] AHM HEN FES
A 2P s BEeloh :

b gollA 3t £ FHEekd miTe
i Sl e HHE Aoy BRERS K
T HES M E FES TR =R
EWEE T KEREAN AR SWHEB AdRK
FEE ol B BN N4 ERE S TS gk

of 7)ol A} EEEElo] N3 BRHmE'" 2 )
o AEElE KPEEY Eol BHel B, K st
FEE S pdosa RS BESIG L —BW0
27 %ol girk wdald IBRe  EHE (Resident
flora) ol A HH It A5 BE 2504 4
EHZ stod o sd BHA BEsiA e
ohe mER S ol Pl

2] B ol% EHES MURRN T B
T AR vt 2L HEoldE FAS LEH
o &34 dolvd BHRIERA =Foll BATEHES)
TaJfgslche Aol Kol 2h4 B sled o}

ubeba] EHEE ol b A3 B (Transient flora) )7
w Zholl AEBIE Al KEH F2 Rod Hy
REBEA) ol M —Ed BEE #HT 4 gos %=
HS U =gen, BBz EHBEolAY Ak
o] At BAIglol K& KB thkdte] HAY B
< FAARME sl £ER SEERMBE FH D gl

on K HERER FHL Medilac-F £ Qo] 2

& o2kl Gkl 2ol BRE FEH K&
A SRR o) o,
A BESS FET FE LERR SR
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243 e AN £ Qe feElvetalA
Medilac-F 9] #Ed7} #K I Hol vl HR S
sl o RS KEFEES FEB S 9%
REBEER 2 2R3 vle|ch
BRY% ¥ A&

1. g

F Bieel #tR 2 mASH I FEK 22 A 30H
ol FHEE ) 6. 8kgel S08HS 4EREC 2 4l
of FRHSoZ st FE o Fady Pt
24 11H#B S PHkE | 214g2l A 2008 5 4ER
o2 EHdly HEBREHKoE st HY MR
R RS B '

H BWSB AN A8 K 5085 S 8l
Medilac-F 2| B#E%0HE -5 BELslolch

2. A&

Medilac-Fo| #81 AETE :

fFERSl sirR 9l fARX% ®WER . FHGE
6.8kg 2l fFBK SONH S 208EH 4EREo2 3l 1
T A B oz —BFEAH S8 (B
it #an) a2 RS, 2L Fikolth Medilac
-F7}0.05% #ne RS fEe ol $In
& fftol Medilac-F 7} 0.1% e AL #Bmal
B ool F4ARe fikolc S BHENEmL
sulfa® (BREELSD) 0.1% 5 W0n #6g BRitos
FRERS BEE SRR 0HK, 80HK
3 100AK A A ,

WAL AR YU fAERNE WK A HER
o #AH 110K FHHE 214g0] L zolel w4
Bt 20085 SO AERFCR moslel 1 BHS
A BB HERoz A Y del WA
(Piit84id) =h-& #pEelaL, 282 Mkl Me-
dilac-F 7} 0.05% e A& (st FIHL
ikt oll Medilac-F 7+ 0. 1% #bnsl 23 #h5E e B
2P EAHEL kol Terramycin (Bt #l47) &
fRK 202 250mg-S ¥RIN BYER 3 HEREE O 2 A &
HERS MRS FHHERS 110K, 378K 2
S6H#E o i 5kl ok

(&) 1 A& EMol A Medilac-F 2t 2 1kg% Ferlac-SC 20g
< 3t £FHE 2sb, Ferlac-SCe -2 1g%h Stre-
ptococcus faecium Cernelle©] 225X 10° 5L 3 Clostridium
butyricum Miyari7} 25X 100 LS 4H 3= BOAME L.
akehot,



PR MAHTHIE) AREIR W A4S 3
- X 5088Z random sampling 5+ Medilac-F 5g
02 16 #HET MRk EE A o
- K-S 2RI7AA) RS #EL BBSERKER Y o 2
8155 5h5] Medilac- ¥ o B 5H 7 8% %eh o) Ay
B Z (Coliform organisms) 2} FLEEIGES (Lactobacilli)
E WA 5t] Medilac-F &} H8i7 EHBAMEE
o} R ol oo B#Rel v e RER S @
sto] BEslE o) MIEE BAE S FFO #Higs
itEste] 10514 84 (10 fold serial dilution) 2.2
3|4 3ted violet red bile agar (Difco, U. S. A.) ol B
&, Kip@e Al AMRES L.B.S. agar
(BBL. U. S. A)oll #:fl M 218 skl ol

BEHER ¥ £%F

1. Medilac-F# B 2| SR MES WiALBI 241 1K
I FEoerA FRAMEMRS ERHsces 3
of HEH I Medilac-F #HRinFERME S Wt
BRIER T HEsle] 2 vl g 7o)

1) FBRS| 1B3NE 2| MRFRIE  0Am FK
(CF#HfkHE 6, 8kg)80EHS 2084 4{HBEC 2 f'ro]
IR HER o2 A R kS M|
la, F2HES kAt Medilac-F7} 0.05% %
sl AL fGH, B8 3RS kel Medilac-F 0.1
% HME AL HEEn, FAHS MBI
WA RBEHHFI sulfaf] 0. 1% Fhn & Hs)
ERHEAES ARishdd ol%9 HEBhkka fMBY=R
% 60FH &, 80FAK: % 100H KA #iErsted 2w}
2 fEBR=(Table 1 -1,2)3 (Table2 —1,2) o4
of Abrt,

Al A ARG HEsted 2w (Tablel - 1)
off 4 B wbeb o] HAEFS] 100H IS iy 18
R o| 66. 34910 th3lod Medilac-F 0.05%  #¢Hl
B2 7 666224 2,801 1, 0.1% RHEES
29. 47} £ 692.8 12l i sulfafl 0.1% IR
631 424 HEE N skl —32 30| vh  ofopzk
< HES MW A HHS 58S (analysis of
variance) 2| f5R EBRERICl £l N3t AR
HREMol RES L dx (p<0.05), Wik HERA
fel AR Bt #Ha2y Mol =3kt

o & B WER XRE RIEEE
(least significant difference LA'F L.S.D. 3 #gEE
) ol #E gkl kske] HrEske] B owhe(T-

ol

Table 1-1. Observation on the Weight-gain
Ratio among the Control and Exper-

imental Groups in Pigs

(unit : kg)
Period | Number
of Start | 60 Days | 80 Days |100Days
Groups subjects
Control 20 6.9 17.5 29.1 45.8
group (100) | (253.5) | (421 7) {(663.4)
Medilac-F 20 6.5 16.0 27.1 43.3
0.05% (100) | (246.2) | (424.6) |(666.2)
Medilac-F 20 7.0 18.9 30.9 48.5
0.1% (100) | (270.1) | (411 4) |(692. 8)
Sulfa 20 7.0 17.3 28.8 44.2
0.1% (100) | (247.1) | 411 4) |(63L 4)

#Note . The figures in weight-gain rate

* Statistical analysis from the analysis of variance;
Between groups F§=4. 663 (p<0. 05)
Period of tested F3=77806. 5(p<0. 01)

Table 1 -2. Comparison of the Mean Value of
Weight-gain Ratio on the Test of

Least Significant Difference (L. S. D)

X | Control [Medilac-F|Medilac-F| Sulfa
Y group | 0.05% 0.1% |0.1%

Control group -
Medilac-F 0.05% | +2.8 -

Medilac-F 0.1% | +29.4**] 4-26.6%* -
Sulfa 0.1% —32.3%*| —35.2%* | —61.8** | -
*p<0.05  ** p=0 01.

able 1 — 2)oll4 Bz wpe} ol viel Qe uf
o| & T Medilac-F 0.1% #HEFE>  HEE
oli} sulfaff] FAMEETEY of WEGHR7; L%
o ufel S Ee Yo HABMer FEY
fF ol

ot-3 MEMAES AEZEE Bl (Table2 - 1)
o4 ¥ whel zhol ¥R¥O [h3led Medilac-F
0.10% FMm#IEEE, 0.06% FYEBE 22|52 sulfaf)
IR RS HC 2 LR el Tt (Fi=25.72
p <0.05).

a5l o] 4R MR E & ERELY AR
Zof o3t L.S.DES Higsld £ vl (Table
2 — 2)oll 4 BiE ulet 7ko| Medilac-F 0.1% &
iR ol #FI o2 HRSHA BEE 2 U

Llbe $RE »lFo] 2 Medilac-F& K

3N



Table 2— 1. Comparison of the Feed Efficiency
Rate among Control and Experiment-

al Groups in Pigs

Period | Number of
) 60Days } 80Days | 100Days
Groups subjects ,
Control group 20 198 216 199
Medilac-F 0.05% 20 2.00 L9 189
Medilac-F 0.1% 20 183 185 181
Sulfa 0.1% 20 193 L97 | 201

% Statisical analysis from the analysis of variance;
Between groups F3=5. 72 (p<0, 05)
Period of tested Fi=0.83(N. S.)

Table2 - 2. Comparison of the Mean Value of
Feed Efficiency Rate on the Test of
Least Significant Difference(L.S.D.)

X | Control | Medilac-F{Medilac-F| Sulfa
Y group 0.05% 01% |[0.1%
Control group -
Medilac-F 0.05% | -
Medilac-F 0.1% | —0.21** —0.12* -
Sulfa 0. 1% -0.06 | —0.13 |+015* -
*p=<0.05  **p=<0.01

o BENANA AmMES BBEY #ES FTHESI
Fdoza oh 2 HEER il BEY £ U
ol BB eR REE T Wt kRl 8
#oll BhR7F dotn EEHEL A2

2) el WptTRel mARIKE 118wl ¥
2ol P4 (FHBE 214g) 20085 5084 4
ERfoz o] 1S HRBoS Y g H2
Azt PUESER fSkieEE sy, F2HE @R
ot} Medilac-F7} 0.05% #m= A #3501, #3

< Medilac-F 0. 1% #me g AL fHHEI} 2
2l 4 HS kol terramycins KK 204 o
250mg S Fn HEEY BRAIES BsldAd ol F
o 1ggERy)l SRR S 11HE, 37HE ¥ S56HK
olA fgErsto] £ vl 2 gERE (Teble 3-1,2) 9} (T-
able 4-1,2) ol A 2} 7},

B == B8 Hizsled ®wl (Table 3-1)oll4]

£ b} ol HEERFS WEEERe] 874, 1216 Htst
o] Medilac-F 0.05%9} 0.1%% Hmme H2
3ol o7k w3kR, terramycinfiHEEQ] 14
B %3 HRE 293 gk
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Table 3—1.Observation on the Weight-gain Rato
among the Control and Experimental
Groups in Chick

Period |Number of

11 Days | 37 Days | 56 Days
Groups subjects

0.2136 | 1.2602| 1.8671
(100) | (590.0) | (874.1)
0.2096 | - 1.3063 | 2.0108
(100) | (623.2) | (959.4)
0.2095| 1.3584| 1.9925
(100) | (648.4) | (95L.1)
0.2138| 1.346| 1.9121
(100) | (610.2) | (894.3)

#Note : The figures in weight-gain rate

Control group 50

Medilac-F0. 05% 50

Medilac-F0.1% 50

Antibiotics* 50

* Terramycin 250mg per 20 liter of water

* % Statistical analysis from the analysis of variance;
Between groups F2=2.78(N.S.)
Period of tested F%=1391.5(p<0.01)

oj9} ke & ERAM Y Bigkel £RE 1.8.D
B2 Hote] Hzslo] 2 whe (Table3-2)ollA X
£ ulg} 7ol Medilac-F 0.05%2} 0. 1%fil= &
#Eglo] &Y MRS ¥oji, ofF TN F
e HWRES terramycinft el 3l 2 &
EE Ao} FitEmes HEMIE £E v
Table 3—-2. Comparison of the Mean Value of

Weight-gain Ratio on the Test of
Least Significant Difference(L.S.D.)

X | Control [Medilac-FiMedilac-F| Sulfa

Y group 0.05% 0.1% 0.1%

Control group —

Medilac-F 0.05% | +85. 3** -

Medilac-F 01% | +77.0** | — 8.3 -

Antibiotics +20.0 |—65.1% | —56.8 —
* P<0.05, * %P<0.01

che Bz olel FARe SAEERS B &
RS wml (Table 4-1)0ll4 3+ uleh o] #
BBl [ 3te] Medilac-F 0, 1% HinEE<] 0. 05
% wmBEolut terramycinftSiEFo) Ml HitE
oz BiEsA Egkeh( Fi =4 88, p<0.05).

aejn olebpe FERE £ EREY MEHR
#oll W@ L.S.D. &S Eiiste] £ uh=(Table
4-2)oll Al B uls} 7o) Mebilac-F 0.1% Hin#
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Table 4~1. Comparison of the Feed Efficiency
Rate among the Control and Ex

peripe mental Groups in Chick

Period |Number of
] 60 Days | 80 Days | 100 Days
Groups Subjects
Control group 50 2.41 2.19 2.57
Medilac-F 0.05% 50 2.33 1.90 2.43
Medilac-F 01% 50 2.32 L.75 2.01
Antibiotics* 50 2.34 1.95 2.4

* Terramycin 250mg per 20 liter in water

% % Statistical analysis from the analysis of variance;
=4.88(p<0.05)
=16.27(p<0.01)

Between groups

Period of tested

Table 4—2. Comparison of the Mean Value of
Feed Efficiency Rate on the Test
Least of Significant Difference
(L.S.D.)

X | Control Medilac-F|Medilac-F
Y group | 0.05% | 0.1%

Antibiotics

Control group —
Medilac-F 0.05% -0.17 —
Medilac-F 0.1% | -0.36* | -0.19 -
Antibiotics -0.15 | -0.02 | —-0.18 —

*p=0. 05, * *p=<0,01

2. fFRS MALS (THIE) Aol Medilac—F
V o} #HR : EB Nebraska X272 Underdahl
Y 7L B A7 F 2] (Gnotobiotic baby pigs)E
FIR 3ty Streptococcus faecicum Cernelle®) ¥yYBR
7b RS BN KBEC KRS AR R
RE BRE AAANA S. faecicumol B %
HohEA BEME KBES BRIV o] 2
Al AN Aok @gst ek
ole}zhe HER-E HitE Felvietol A= mEaNA
E T8 4 7] ool FHEES Btkell Apel
A K 5050 #3Elel, Medilac-F 5 0g3 1[H
RrE Sl 48MERIA O] A P AL L 2 g
o] BIHRE BEESE Y vl (Table 5)ellA v+
upol 2ol 1 [EIFE) A 76% (38/50), 2 [nl#Eol
* 14% (7/50) 7} F7hsloi A BRinEHERS 90% 9

Fe AR A 4 Aot

Table 5. Cumulative Efficacy of Medilac-F
Upon the Diarrhea in Piggy

Ttom Cases | c.f.* | %ec. 1.
Treated time
1 st time treated 38 38 76%
2nd time treated 7 45 90%
non-ireated cases 5 50 —
Total 50 — —

% cumulative {requency

o|9}zho. hE = P EEA Q] Streptococcus f-
aecium Cernelle’} 59 9l Medilac-F7} AAHF
B ol EE st B o2 KBES A4
3 A HREAE S WIS oA elod LR
REFERD AAHE 453 REYE KB THIE
(A& I == ERE 4 ot 2o 459
Medilac-F Aroll= EEEELALEEl Clostridium buty-
ricum Miyairi7} Eo] ol BAIEHEE B
oA EEdcte HE

o|9}7te HEE MM WSl AAHFEKA
Medilac-F& $tHi3}7] A2t $edd 48REMHIg] #S
A eln, EFEBRMEES A& #E Lacto-
bacilli spp. ot M KBS AAHES] FHEHECH
4~ 91+ Coliform Organisms® 3 M4 ol
£ vl (Table 6)ol A ®.i= wle} 7ol Lactobacilli
spp. ©= Medilac-F #HTo] tsle] #ffol= T
B 876.4% v W=, KBE#E 74.0%7F K
VEI YAEE BES 5 Atk

Table 6. Microbiological Observation on the
Number of Changes of Lacobacilli and
Coliform organisms in the Feces of

Diarrhea in Piggy after adminstration

of Medilac-F
Comparison Variance Rate

Before After

Organisms {%)

178.5+29.2 | 1,742 94+306.6

Lactobacilli spp, +876. 4%**
(100) (976.4)

Cal . 97.2+15.2 25.3+11.3 0

oliform organisms -4,
B (100 (26.0) ’

Note : Medilac-F 5. 0g/head/day. *p<<0 05, * *=0,01
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3. THES FHROIAH| Medilac-F 8% &

B} JEGmBEEOl BNEMel B BE: A4
fESl fFHK S0EECNAl ¥EEES HWS 2 Medilac-F
F BAE SgMT Ui el AAHERRC]l &
M RS 2 oi7kA] Bl S BEGET ¢l
E RN B R Y BKE BEaA R
Rslx, iEHEBRMEES Fo@ez Resla 9l
+ Lactobacilli spp.9} K2 A HES] EHe) =
5 A+ ABHE (Coliform Organisms) 82 54 &
B v 2 5%+ Table 7-13 Table 7— 2
o4 B ue} o}

HI KIBEIE S 7 AAHE) RS (K 4589
Medilac-F 1¥BHATS] P47 92.3%16. 2\ X 10%)
o9l el Zo] #rfEkol & 5, 3+ 1 3(x10%) 224 94.3
%} B E 92 (p<0. 01), Madilac-F& 2[6v} #
Howlba s s ofE K SERS) S Rl
HEET 141. 8143, 9(x 10°) vl Hhidlod $xBifkell=
27.5%7F sl itk

g Medilac-F #8115 A HE] B #3 &
#7h o= el #itBmes ol HESAK
fReE S Bt Z e Bt

Table 7—1. Comparison on the Number of Chan-
ges of Coliform organisms in the
Feces of Diarrhea in Piggy after
administration of Medilac-F
(X10%: M%S.E.)

Comparison Variance Rate
Before After

Status (%)

Treated cases §9) 92.3116.2 53113 -04 3%
Non-treated cases (5) | 14L8+43.9 | 180,851 1**| +427.5%

*p=0.05 % *p=0.01

Table 7—2. Comparison on the Number of Cha-
nges of Lactobacilli Species in the
Feces of Diarrhea in Piggy after
admnistration of Medilac-F
(x10* : MS.E)

Comparison Variance rate
Before After
Status (%)
Treated cases 49 167.3130.8 |1, 916 41411 4*] +1 046, 9%**
Non-Treated cases (5] 28L2+9L1 | 18011511 -35.7%

*p<<0.05, * *p=<0,01

314

2] Mddilac-F& #83w HAHEe] friEd
Ko FUBHB S By} REFS 2 FaRt
167. 3+30.8(x10°) oI & Z ol Medilac-F #r8HE
ol 1,046, 9% BURE BBRE 23, JHGHEE
A 35.7%7F AR A £+ Al (p<0.0
01).

=3 BEY FEY ABEB EHael BEst
obE FIKS BBl Moz HEel HEE
7} A&& Bokch

HLES 58 E u]Fo} Rol o} @ESA
2 4 ¢l Medilac-F 9] AAHE o R
—r s FEEHES RIEME MRl E\AE- Mkl st
= Aoz odzA Ygoeuvz Sireptococcus faecium
3} Clostridium butyricum 52 Medilac-F A% ©)
e EFBAMEEY HES il KGR
Bol oHEl EEME N A, AES A,
BB 4 = EEM T o)W BREA &
3 AR E obA & 4 ot EXBAME Aol
o dojite HEhfiol N HEIER ol Hatde
A&l Bt EEHECt L FEEL Azge

i

HER A FHol oA Medilac-Fo| HE7T B8
o} fkighERol ol = BE BHEF AT 7HE Lol B
ax AR FERA F2dudsEs RBRY
o2 slo} WA Medilac-Fo b aRINEyEHEE
filoll HBEBRT} SRR S sl w3 (7K
THIHE ol Medilac-Fo| 1R & BB &R
7HAl RS ool olF ot 2ol WER

1. fFES HEom BB MRSES LK

EEE) #EE Medilac-F 0.1% HEFES  $WEprd

fin EEaEEl Hoeted B F3koh(p<0. 05).

2. Hedeukis Heon WERY FEy)
RS HBERT HE Medilac-F #HE] il EH
BEo) pigtnth £ sojglch

3. AA(FHIE) S shs FRAA % 5gel M-
edilac-F& #EsIGT =} 90%2 B =+
R At

4. AA(THIE) S st {FHlAl Medilac-F&
B #R RGOl ele] AMEB-T FE s
‘e XKBEBS BAERS Ryt (p<0 0D).
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Benificial Effects of Administration of Medilac-F in Piglets and Broiler
Won-Chang Lee, Ph.D. and Tae-Jong Kim, Ph. D.
Department of Veterinary Medicine, Kon-Kuk University
Abstract

This experiment was carried out to study on the benificial effects of administration of Medilac~
F as a feed supplement for piglets and broiler.

It is hoped that the information will be use for reference in future endeavors of study in the
field of animal health and animal sience in Korea.

As a results of this study, the following conclusion were obtained:

1. The weight-gain ratio and feed efficiency rate of Medilac-F 0.1% administration group was
- statisticaly significantly exellent than that of the control and experimental groups in piglets.

2. Comparison on the weight-gain ratio and feed efficiency rate of Medilac-F 0.1% administrat-
ion group was tend to be exellent among than that of the control and exellent groups in broiler.

3. After oral administration of 5.0g Medilac-F per head of piglets, 90% efficacy was confirmed
against diarrheal and its like intestinal disorders.

4. Microbiological observation on the number of changes of Lactobacilli species in ‘the feces of
diarrheal in piglets was tend to be significantly increased after administration of Medilac-F, but

that of Coliform organisms was tend to be decreased.
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