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Meropenem (MEPM) 3{ERMNEHKASHICBNT
FLAHREINLEHAINVAIRALRETH S,
MEPM 3 1-BfIiZ methyl X% ¥ AL -2 ki kD,
t b D% dehydropeptidase (DHP-1) iz#f3 5 L&
DHELY, &5 2MAIEOEEEN, BICELEDE
FALEHA2 LI VIR BLUB N T 2RLM LK
Bl 7?2, #0DE MEPM IZHERD H L/~ 2
LRELZRL YD, DHP-1 HEAICBEHEMERE 240
Beed, AL LCOFERSAERER ST, 72
MEPM 37 5 LAGHERE, 77 LABRMEREB X UK
HECH L CLBOTEARZ b 2BL, EbDTH
WHE 2R T, 36, f-779~—FiIZHLTH
TEBERTHBY,

SEE L 121993 F£ D 1 ERICREBIEBRE» S 5
BEX N7 10 BfE 217 % (Table 1) k2w T, MEPM
DHEEEXHEL, imipenem (IPM, FHEHE),
ceftazidime (CAZ, HI%3E), ciprofloxacin (CPFX,
N4 T NVES) OTEN L HBRRETL 2. MREE LK
ik Staphylococcus aureus 25 (MRSA 3 #k%&tr),
Coagulase-negative staphylococci 19 8 (CNS), En-
terococcus faecalis 31 ¥, Esherichia coli 26 £k, Klebsi-
ella pneumoniae 17 ¥k, Citrobacter freundii 15 g,
Enterobacter spp. 23 ¥, Proteus mirabilis 12 #%, Serra-
tia marcescens 22 ¥k, Pseudomonas aeruginosa 27 ¥k,
10 BRESE 217 Bk NR & LTz, Esherichia coli 26 tk
RECHMMEEN S>> OREETH Y, HOEEIZE
IS REEBRAERR TH > 72,

Sk U7z 217 BRic it 2 ABREA ORABRENNEESE

X, BXR{AFEREF¥SR/IREHLAE (MIC) #IE
B IZHEY, 10° cfu/ml EEORRXFEREREKIC T
HEL 720

Table 1 i ZEMICN T % 3FEHFID MIC-range, MICso
(50%MIC), MICs (90%MIC) %7RL 720

Staphylococcus aureus 25 BRIz A F V) it EE S
FoEE (MRSA) 3Bk, XFY ) UBHEHBT F UK
B (MSSA) 22 Bk TH - 2o MEPM ic ¥ % /&
ZHIEIE<0.1~50 ug/ml TH Y, HEEHcHBL
RIF L RBEZME 2R THBZH o7z, MEPM 0 MICy, i
50 ug/ml TCPFX L EIZEDRETH > 7z CNSHL
TiZ MICso, MICgo & HIZIPM ICE5ETH 5 720
Enterococcus . faecalis \2xt3 % MEPM, IPM, CPFX
3FIOMIC/3#iz, BEHDEVCAZ #B %0.78~
50 ug/ml L BIA WA %2R L 72, MICs Tid MEPM
»12.5ug/ml THD, IPM IZRTENLT VI, 75
LBMERE O3HE E T i3 MEPM 28 Staphylococcus
aureus X L CTRF 2 LE /1 2R L 7285, CNS,
Enterococcus  faecalis i3 L CTiZ IPM 2 RS BRETH
272 MEPM @ L3 B xf 3 % MICso #56.25
ug/ml, MICy 2812.5~50 ug/ml & IPM &k h %%
% %%, CAZ %2k { MEPM, IPM, CPFX o 3 #l i &
BEBEY 7 LABUERBEICH L THEARZ bLEEFL,
K LEREE LTERABD L £z 5N,

MEPM 13 Esherichia coli % £ <0.10 CEEMHE I+
L, CORBEIHNBEFOFTH-> L BTV,
Klebsiella pneumoniae 17 #2344 32 MEPM @ MIC,,
13<0.10 xug/ml T, CAZ L FIURETH - 7>, Citro-

* EIHAEFR A~ ~ R-25-1



552 BHEAELEREFT G MR

MAY 1986

Table 1. Antimicrobial activity of meropenem, imipenem,
ceftazidime, and ciprofloxacin against clinical isolates

Organism Antimicrobial MIC (ug/ml)
(no. tested) agent range 50% 90%

meropenem  20.10~ 50 6.25 50

S. aureus imipenem $0.10~ 200 3.13 100

(25) ceftazidime 6.25~>400 200 >400
ciprofloxacin 0,39~ >400 3.13 50
meropenem 1.56~ 25 6.25 12.5

CNS imipenem 0.78~ 25 1.56 6.25

(19) ceftazidime 25 ~>400 > 400 >400
ciprofloxacin 0.20~ 100 50 50
meropenem 0.78~ 25 6.25 12.5

E. faecalis imipenem 0.78~  6.25 1.56 6.25

(31) ceftazidime 2400 >400 >400
ciprofloxacin  0.78~ 50 12.5 50
meropenem  S0.10 s$0.10 50.10

E. coli imipenem s0.10~  0.39 0.20 0.20

(26) ceftazidime <0.10~ 6.25 =0.10 1.56

ciprofloxacin <0.10~ 12.5 s0.10 0.39

meropenem  <0.10 <0.10 <0.10
K. pneumoniae imipenem <0.10~ 1.56 0.39 0.78
(Y] ceftazidime <0.10~ 12.5 <0.10 0.39
ciprofloxacin <0.10~ 50 <0.10 <0.10

meropenem  <0.10~ 1.56 <0.10 1.56
C. freundii imipenem <0.10~ 3.13 0.78 1.56
(15) ceftazidime <0.10~ 400 <0.10 200
ciprofloxacin <0.10~ 50 <0.10 25
meropenem  <0.10~ 50 =0.10 3.13
Enterobacter spp. imipenem 0.20~ 100 0.39 1.56
(23) ceftazidime <0.10~ 200 <0.10 50
ciprofloxacin <0.10~ 100 <0.10 0.39
meropenem  <0.10~ 0.39 <0.10 0.20
P. mirabilis imipenem 0.20~ 6.25 0.78 6.25
(12) ceftazidime <0.10~ 6.25 <0.10 <0.10
ciprofloxacin <0.10~ 6.25 <0.10 <0.10
meropenem  =0.10~ 200 0.39 50
S. marcescens imipenem 0.20~ 200 3.13 100
(22) ceftazidime  <0.10~ >400 1.56 400
ciprofloxacin £0.10~ 100 6.25 50
meropenem  <0.10~ 6.25 0.20 3.13
P. aeruginosa imipenem <0.10~ 12.5 1.56 3.13
(27) ceftazidime  <0.10~ 100 3.13 50
ciprofloxacin =0.10~ 50 1.56 50

CNS: coagulase negative Staphylococcus

bacter freundii 15 #RiZ¥ L T MEPM @ MICso 13<0.1
ug/ml T, MICs #31.56 ug/ml T dH - 7=, MICso I
IPM 12 & 3 23, MICso ZRIZFEDEETH > 720 CAZIZ
XU T100ug/ml LA EDE B RS 15 8k P 38K
(20.0%) FELEL 7zo Enterobacter spp. 23 #i3 MEPM
& IPM @ 2 Flicxt LT, Citrobacter freundii ¥ 1%I2[E
ZoREMESMETRL Iz, MICs Tid CPFX £30.39
ug/ml &b o & bENTBIEETR LT, Proteus mirabilis
R2BRIEMEPM e L T &b TRFLZEZES %
R~ L, MICs 2 =0.10 ug/ml T MICso 1 0.20 ug/ml
THY, CAZ, CPFX LEZEOHEETH > /2o Serratia

marcescens 22 ¥Rz 343 3 MEPM o MICso i 0.39 ug/
ml &L RIFTH 248, MICqo 1250 ug/ml L BIATH Y,
ol & FIRRICRIL  BRES R R L feo Pseudomonas
aeruginosa 27 ¥ki3 MEPM it L T4 RHFF b o L b
ENBBEAR L. 77 L0BHRESEICNLT
b, MEPM 94 EDORNEROPTY - & b &N
WHERLIZ. BCMAEDORBBREDRAETH 3
Pseudomonas aeruginosa =3 L T, MICso %3 0.20 ug/
ml, MICs #33.13 ug/ml L REFTH D, BHEmMELIZ
REhizrot, LL, BEEKTHS Serratia
mavrcescens \=xt L T ix MEPM @ MICso %% 0.39 ug/ml
L, RNEFIFL - L bENTERRTD > 705, MICoo
1% 50 ug/ml & ¥ & Bt i THERDOHBRBBH 5N B
cricky, FEEBFAEETH 2 BRECHL TRE,
BeURREBIT T2 LBLETHILEFIONT,
MEPM & IPM D2 K F|Mic 8 2 BREMEKM %
Fig. 1 7R U 72 Staphylococcus aureus iZ3xt L Ty Al
BHEEERL, —BOKREREX@EEEBD T, CNS &
Enterococcus faecalis Tix MEPM 2 X4 3 5 &2t 18
IPM X D% o808, HE - REMMEEZED 2,
Escherichia coli & Klebsiella pneumoniae iZM# L b
{Bv» MIC 25 L7255, MEPM D iZ 5 3N I-HiE N
%R U7z Citrobacter freundii t Enterobacter spp. T
1B V> MIC $4Hi% i 8> T MEPM (&2 % R T HH
%<, WXL b1 % 1z, Enterobacter spp. Tl
REMME S FED 7z, Proteus mirabilis 1328, IPM D
MIC 2 MEPM it L& L TEETH V., WHROHER I
DO SN 5Tz, Serratia marcescens & Pseudomonas
aeruginosa O 2 B3 IPM i R L@ER 2R,
100 pg/ml LA E O E E ek T 13 IPM & MEPM i x¢
TERXMENED Sl UEORBOER, 774
PRk T % CNS & Enterococcus faecalis i3 MEPM
N LTIPM KO RRPMICBEETH- 2, 774
MR E TR THE, Tttt EE o 75,
MEPM (2 BZ MOk IPM CHEL TEho o, B
¥ X D Proteus mirabilis =3t L THEHOB/ WL Eh
% IPM ic & L T, MEPM i3£#% 0.39 ug/ml LA'F
THRE*MBEILL, BFRLE %2R L 72, Proteus
mivabilis 135 B OMRETIZ BT 5 REBIAEIBERE
THH6%DHREE R L, BREVREEINLXT
DRI T ® empiric therapy Tit, F@EESELET
HHAlgEE 2T ICSEIRANRRITIER SR, REE
BE N RPEISLT 2D 201E 3 3 BT, MEPM
2 E—EINEH £ U THAT % D Cost-effectiveness
DEPOUVIFETLWEEZON, JEXZRENLTL
{, MEPM 37 7 LBBH4HRE» &7 7 LAEHEEHE T
BIEWHEARZ M7 ALBOTHEAZEL, BRR
Bicnt LT RIFRABRENTE N 2R LTz, kDA
WNRALRETH S IPM L HEL T, SEOFHR
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Fig. 1. Correlation of MICs between meropenem and imipenem against clinical isolates.
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Antimicrobial activities of menopenem against newly isolated strains
from patients with urinary tract infection

Kazuya Kawahara, Motoshi Kawahara, Shinichi Makinose, Yasuhiko Nakame,
Morio Nishida, Shinichi Eta, Toshihiro Goto and Yoshitada Ohi
Department of Urology, Faculty of Medicine, Kagoshima University, Kagoshima, Japan

The antimicrobial activities of meropenem (MEPM), a new carbapenem antibiotic, were
investigated and compared with those of imipenem (IPM), ceftazidime (CAZ) and ciprofloxacin
(CPFX) against clinically isolated strains from patients with urinary tract infection (UTI) during
the period from January to December in 1993. The antimicrobial activity of MEPM against
Staphylococcus aureus was stronger than those of other three drugs and against Coagulase negative
Staphylococci and Enterococcus faecalis were slightly lower than those of IPM. Against Escherichia
coli, Klebsiella pmneumoniae, Enterobacter spp., Citrobacter freundii, Proteus mirabilis, Serratia
marcescens and Pseudomonas aeruginosa were lower than those of the other three drugs. MEPM
and IPM showed correlation and cross resistance in a correlogram against Staphylococcus aureus,
Coagulase negative Staphylococci, Enterococcus faecalis, Enterobacter spp., Serratia marcescens,
Pseudomonas aeruginosa. The sensitivity of Proteus mirabilis against IPM was lower than against
MEPM. The good antimicrobial activities of MEPM against new isolates from UTI indicates its
usefulness as well as the potency.



