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Abstract ; Environmental behaviors and ecological effects of veterinary drug had been an increasingly hot topic in ecotoxicology. Considered
as a most important antibiotic, enrofloxacin was widely applied to promote livestock production. However, enrofloxacin normally excreted into
manure could adversely affect organisms of the surroundings. Degradation and impacts on silt microorganisms of enrofloxacin were determined
in aquatic microcosms to evaluate ecological risk of antibiotics. Six of aquatic microcosms were successfully set up in natural conditions and
applied for testing. Levels of enrofloxacin were designed to be 0, 0.02, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2 and 0.5 mg- L™ respectively for determining. The concen—
tration of enrofloxacin and its metabolite ciprofloxacin in water samples were measured by high—performance liquid chromatography (HPLC).
The population of aerobic bacteria, fungus, actinomycetes, ammonifying bacteria and nitrifying bacteria in silt were determined by plate culti—
vation method. The results showed that enrofloxacin was rapidly degraded in the initial stage in aquatic microcosms. Degradation of en—
rofloxacin slowed down afterwards and enrofloxacin maintained in low concentration for a long time. It was observed that the higher concen—
tration of antibiotic was in initial stage, the longer time low level maintained in. 0.02~0.5 mg+ L™ enrofloxacin had no significant effects on the
population of aerobic bacteria, fungus, actinomycetes, ammonifying bacteria and nitrifying bacteria in this experiment. Ecological effects of
enrofloxacin on silt microorganism in aquatic ecosystem were finally discussed in the paper. It suggested that the molecular biological method
should be adopted to assess the effects of veterinary drug on environmental microorganisms.
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21.00 - - - - 3.28 3.63
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Figure 1 Effect of enrofloxacin on the population of aerobic

bacteria in silt
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Figure 2 Effect of enrofloxacin on the population of fungus in silt
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