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Summary 
V. Yaremko 

ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY OF  PROBIOTIC OF 
 " " AT GROWING OF CALVES ON THE 

SUBSTITUTES OF FULL-MILK 
It is set, the economic effect of the use of substitutes of full-milk   is arrived 

at due to the increase of volumes of realization "released" from  to the 
calves of liquid milk that gives an opportunity to grow calves on 56,8%  less than at 
grown calves by a full-milk and also due to including in composition the substitutes of 
full-milk of preparation of  probiotic   in an amount 0,3 and a 0,5 
g on 1 kg of mixture of , it is possible to decrease the cost of forage calculating 
on 1  on 112,81 and a 145,87 hrn. accordingly. 

Key words: average daily increase, living mass, calves, prime price, profit. 
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