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Hi A : Tacrolimus (FK506)2 =LHZHEE HAAKX M QI tacrobell (T.B, S2E) I} prograf (P.G, Astellas)2 SHAEE &
St 5 A7 V|0l DXz FEe 7HY Hlw EAStIXt OPOE‘EP

HiH  ASEEE2 250—300g2| Sprague—Dawley ratE O|£310{, 0.05% X Al5H01|A 2 th=F (VH n=6), T.B
(0.5 mg/kg n=6)T, P.G (0.5 mg/kg n=6)T2=2 LtF0{ 437t 01 ot FASIFC X Wstet ZAIZ= EH 33
OFEl, A OIEl HAE, 7»—-GTP (r—glutamyltransferase), Albuming® &35t 20 E= Intraperitoneal Glucose
Tolerance Tests (IPGTT), Area Under The Curve (AUC)E Zd 3L

A3 €3 I ofE s™ZE = (0.57+0.02 mg/dL)oll HISH T.B 0.522 P.G 0.5 Z5F 29UA &7151% 1
TB O.S-EJ_} P.G 0.5 AfO|ol = F9lst At0l= AL (0.78+£0.03 vs. 0.72+0.02 mg/dL). Blood Glucose concent-
rationZ} AUCZI2 CHEF (652.8118. 07 mg/dL min)d|l H|& T.B 0.5 P.G 0.5 25 ®X 35| S7I5t% 12 T.B 0.522}
P.G 0.57 AlO|ofl= F9l8t Xt0|7} QIUCH (1,063.8+100.6 vs. 1,024.17£119.4 mg/dL min). 7 —GTP (r—glutamyl-
transferase) & CHEZ (1.17+0.17 IU/L)Oﬂ HIs T.B 0.57 P.G 0.5 2% Z7I519 1 T.B 0.5 P.G 0.5 Ato|of|
= |$t Xtol= URUACE (1.83£0.17 vs. 1.5£0.29 IU/L). Albumin2 CHEZ (2.60.06 g/dL)ol|l HIsH T.B 0.5 P.G
0.57 25 HAsI¥eL F 459 &AL £X|= HIXE EE LUEHHCHT.B 0.567; 2.47+0.07 vs. P.G 0.5T; 2.45+
0.07 g/dL).
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