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Probiotic isolation from Pradu Hang Dam chicken’s feces
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ABSTRACT: Probiotics are microorganisms that are beneficial to the host by improving the balance
of intestinal microflora. The objective of this study was to evaluated the characteristics of bacteria that
can be isolated from Pradu Hang Dam chickens’ feces to get the new effectively probiotic bacteria to
continue to extend researches. By collecting samples from 80 Pradu Hang Dam chickens by Cloacal
swap method and culture them on MRS mixed with 0.3% CaCo,. From 400 isolates, there was 1 isolate
ASAT-PDI18 that was bacilli shape with gram positive, negative to the ability to produce catalase
enzymes, had ability to bile salts tolerance, had ability to digest starch, protein and fat, tolerance to
acid-base, Capable to inhibiting pathogenic bacteria. Therefore, ASAT-PD18 was sensitive to antibiotics
but when considering various properties, it may be concluded that ASAT-PD18 is probably to be an
effective probiotic bacterium to continue the extended researches in improving the health and growth
of animals.
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Table 1 The probiotic efficiency of each isolated bacteria

Tolerance to
0.5 % Bile

Tolerance to
0.3 % Bile

Bacterial
isolate

Protei
Utilization

Starch
Utilization

Lipid
Utilization

ASAT-PD1 +
ASAT-PD8

ASAT-PD9

ASAT-PD11
ASAT-PD18
ASAT-PD19
ASAT-PD20
ASAT-PD25
ASAT-PD30
ASAT-PD40
ASAT-PD41

ASAT-PD55
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+ o+ o+ o+ o+ o+ o+ o+ o+ o+

+

+

+ o+ o+
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Table 2 The diameter of inhibition zone (mm.) of antibiotics against isolated bacteria
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