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Abstract

The degradation of Chloramphenicol (CPA) in the ultrasound/sponge iron/potassium persulfate
(US/SI/PS) system was studied. The influencing factors such as adding amount of potassium per-
sulfate and sponge iron, sulfadiazine initial pH value and ultrasonic time were investigated. Single
factor experiment was used to optimize the sample pretreatment conditions, and the best sample
pretreatment conditions were determined. When the initial concentration of chloramphenicol was
0.1 g/L, the ultrasonic power was 200 W, the initial pH was 3.0 * 0.1, the addition of potassium
persulfate and iron sponge was 6.0 g/L and 8.0 g/L, respectively, and the ultrasonic time was 20
min. The degradation effect of chloramphenicol reached the best 89.70%. Ultrasound-enhanced
sponge iron-catalyzed potassium persulfate degradation system can effectively remove chloram-
phenicol from water, and the removal rate is relatively high.
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Figure 1. Chromatogram of methanol standard solution
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Figure 2. Chloramphenicol standard curve
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Figure 3. Chromatogram of sponge iron
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Figure 4. Degradation rates of chloramphenicol at different
concentrations of spongy iron
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Figure 5. Chromatogram of potassium persulfate
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Figure 6. Degradation rate of chloramphenicol at different
concentrations of potassium persulfate
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Figure 7. Chromatogram changing ultrasonic time
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Figure 8. Degradation rate of chloramphenicol under different
ultrasonic time
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Figure 9. Chromatogram of changing ultrasonic power
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Figure 10. Degradation rate of chloramphenicol under different
ultrasonic power
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Figure 11. Chromatogram of changing pH
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Figure 12. Degradation rates of chloramphenicol at different
pH values
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