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Abstract: Objective  To explore the drug sensitivity of ampicillin sulbatam (SAM) , pipericillin, and piperacillin tazobactam
(TZP) for two kinds of bacillus-escherichia coli(eco) and klebsiella pneumoniae(KPN). Methods The drug sensitivity analysis of 1
311 strains of eco and 898 strains of KPN isolated from 2012 to 2015 and the relationship between SAM and TZP was analyzed by
using the WHONET 5. 6 software. Results The resistance rate of ESBLs(+) was higher than that of ESBLs to SAM, and the
difference was statistically significant(P<C0. 05). The difference between ESBLs(—)/(+)and TZP was not statistically signifi-
cant. The comparison of SAM and TZP drug resistance,both eco and KPN of ESBLs(—)/(+).SAM resistance was significantly
higher than that of TZP.the difference was statistically significant( P<C0. 05). From the scatter diagram of view.SAM and TZP in
the ESBLs(+) KPN strain on the highest cross resistance rate of 2. 9% ,in the ESBLs(—) KPN strain on the highest cross sensi-
tivity rate of 81.2%. Conclusion The SAM should not be used as a clinical experience treatment for the ESBLs(+) strain. But
TZP could be done as a clinical experience in the treatment of infection related to alternative antibiotics.
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