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Understanding biodiversity using genomics: Hooke’s microscope in the

era of big data
Xin Zhou”

Department of Entomology, College of Plant Protection, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100193

XA 22 FEVE I 4 25 TR B — NIV B R
(R ZEF) 7, 11 AR TR A 2 PR EE N
o 2 R A A R R S R L g S
Bz — o LMV NSRRI T Bt A B U,
AL E N ENAR AL TR, HON LR AT RF K
RIS RG R M 7 EEZ RS ThRe.

Iy ) 2 BRI T B R, R TRATT AT
R ERZHEET. MM ES ARG E
IR0 R o 7338548 FHAE WA FRRFAE (traits) Sl i
1T W) Fhi¥) FL 52 (species delineation), [A] AR 4/ 4 Fil
[R5 HEAT P F % 5E (species identification). I AkZs
BB 24K R JG (Linnaeus, 1758), W7 & 15
PATE — AN FeE A 7 1 777 & 40 RH A i e S
ITYRUE AVEAT, Uk T 1 3004F 3k 732K 22 DL K A=)
SRR R R o NZ UL, MR 02
FRGENET T EERRFEHELE, SEI T
PERHE . BRI KA. BN, fEMRSR
RG T, REEYF AT R & B R
(Drosophila melanogaster) >k E fif il /NRNATE K &
H R FLER, A AR 4 2 AT AT 7T — AL
1 S0 L2 B A A v (A5 3 1 AT A4 I 52 (Belles,
2017). HHEERE, WRRGXN L FrikdE A
AEAKHIFRAENM . BEERARORRRE K, 7]
T3 RV RE B — B AN T3S 2 4 e B A 4
WAk 1 34 2019-05-13; 3% [H #1: 2019-05-13

FEETH : BHEER 5 7 £ 17(2018F Y 100403)
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WIS B 450 QLR Rr e . IRIBE BNy T
Gl A AR W B A AR B SR A MR
T X LE R 5 3 R HFAE I AT LG — E R R 0 2R R
ST, AFHE I AN TR E S B A — R A
R, T2 ] LAE [ — R 48R AW 52 B0 1) 5 o

FEMRT 2T, WFFE RIS P A RHIE
TEF 8 VAR EN AR ) 2 FEVE T T3S A7 A5 B S I
MAFRRE . M PTERFRFERE N
BE 7RO, a0 [F — YRR A RS (U
LR A A SE Ak, R AR AN [R] AR i sk i B 5.
AEIETR S EEXE BRI, 4T 4> 2552 (DNA
taxonomy) N I& 1 AE oS4 BR T 51 BE R AE P 1A% 45 B 1
B, R FTPIR A B E LA, R e A
FERRERA —E MR, A BRI R R =
Mo XAMRFIEAR B AR M4 53 28 22 AR i i 7 2 2
FREN H TR 2 . T ANSFREZ, MAED
(HLHE. . WEH)NTEA SRR S FERRT
WA, XA RER RS TR T RAEKETTE
(4n16S rRNAZKE[R) i - 75E1% FS B B 1) 32 22 i [
(Woese & Fox, 1977).

VR, AL o o3 85 e R
3k B A2 [ FR DNA % T2 15 10 H (International
Barcode of Life)ft) % 37 Al sjiti (Hebert et al, 2003).
X A BREL K S 5 1) KB B bR A A 8 br

a1
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1L I\IDNAJT %1 (DNA S FE D) HE AT 15 2 B 1 4 b 1
7t, HA%0¥EEBOLD (Barcode of Life Databases)
(Ratnasingham & Herbert, 2007) 2.6, %7002 /5 4 %
TERY 7 4, W 360 J5 90 Bl 4 5 1 4 25 Bt
(www.boldsystems.org, #%2019%5H). E4i—H
HE PrArifE T, DNAZKTEAY Fo ViR 538 X A ik i 5Lt
1. X RGNS EDYF T S2, HE
X o KRG T o RBAR SR A T ER
(HEZNVEH -« FEE DNAZIEID AT 7L 1 & R 5 R fR
FRIFD, MDA RAEAHOC N H 77 T EUAS 14K /2 ik
BB (EMZFENE) 2015458 31A“DNA K LD
N FH i T B gh) o VOB BIRFIEUE S, DNA
SICABAE RPN E SR A R R, 2 T
A R AR A . BB AR A E
R, K AR R 9> T 7 51 5 %P Fh A 5%
ERYEFIIRPS S G R (3FE 5 SIATE = - § i
R, XA A IR R AE 43 R 22 K I SCHE AN
BIRS IR, ZWASF5I50E i mEER
G RAE R E T EEIA.

SR DADNAKTE IS AR 1K 73 1 3 K 22 B
TEERRE, (HiZ7 IR 2 B I S bR Fe AN
N A B R R BRI . — 5T, A2 R
T RE I KR 7 FEAZ tH Z WP ), TITDNA
S TND A R% 1o B T 522 57 7F B — A= W REAS 1) 43 M
Fefitz b, BAEFEA K>, DNAFIFEE 338 A
P48 o T ARV IR AR 900 I REDIRZS 18 A A
T HAFEARN 5 8 (A I BETE, Wil S,
X K H PR 1] 7 26 TG H AR AE 54 A SR AR 43
Hreh it R B (Hajibabaei et al, 2011). % —J7 1, 55
HHELE KT ESDNA, XM A& T %351
A Z RS S, AL FRFE A 1 43 BSR4 AE
|- DU 55 Jir1 R s (Crreer et al, 2016) . #HELZ T, EhiffE
45 A (high-throughput sequencing) 7] LA s 5k
BRI Btk T, IR AV BBkl
P (25 SR 347 PP SR o R Rp S s, el i S et
TR A R 2 R A B Bk K (Zhou et al,
2013).

T B i e R ] A A ) A Ak e A
RIF S, CEMIZREME) WP 20T AR A4
ZREMERE A% LW, MR IS CAMK, BIGE65
CER BRI L L.

H b, 18 35507 2 DNA (environmental DNA,

eDNA)ZEAT B & 22 1711 40 B B e A4 T 22 A 1 41 2
AR, R FITFRNARIHTL — HT
eDNA 3= 2 & AR VR TR 3 5 v I DNAZH 1 11,
for PN eDNAFE fit FL A 450 4 P R 1 A0 5 (R G 75
RELEVEARS), IR R BB 7 XY
BRI, AR TN BB SR . BT
eDNA ] %% % JE- 15 (eDNA metabarcoding) # )7z M
F-F 7K A& (Fronhofer et al, 2018)£1 13 # 7% (Bahram
et al, 2018) I Z FEPE IR FiH, JFAT LA E A1
PR 3 I (environment monitoring) 77 V2 - 32 4 .
ERKAES RG S, FIH KN T E S 2+
PE2H AN B A A AT KR S VT AY, KR
WS N R RSP IR EART R, FiiE
(2019) 2538 T FAEEDNATARLE X — A 1 B FH ¥ 77
Sk, i 1 eDNAF AR T 4535 R E /K AR A 25
RG2S EEN . BT EEEN T AR
BR = RN, ZI7EN T s yae ki B
RIS, WA SRR T HE S R B AEENR
BRI A E YA . 2RISR SR (2019) 5T X KA
AR RGNZAED R FIR IS TUE LR 7 eDNA
M ST ER 45 G B R AT ¢, LA Sk
BARHERAYE . S8R R e B ISR, e
S5 (2019) £ 37 1 2k A 43 i I H Bl AL i FE EPPS,
2 T-eDNAR Z KL% o0 itk — B ik, FEAC T4
VE T HIMERE, I8 R TAEA R 9T 2 () kAT 25 R
HE,

{8 ' A RITIER 5 — A B R
WA M T R . RS
HEREHY . WM S E) 'S R
(Calvignac-Spencer et al, 2013; De Barba et al, 2014),
W 3 PR 5 0 (1) T T 45 0 o A B D) 8% T G B A
o ZAEME A TR T DASR AT SE B A
B, IR TS R B YT SRR AR
. S5k RAL, SRR M TR A B T
WAL R S 5K 4R (Bell et al, 2018; REFHFH
%, 2018), AR ML @R HOCEREE . A
LA, HEHT 745 (2019) 1 H 2 S TR R 434 1
NP S TR R B B s, K IR (Canis
lupus). #i(C. lupus familiaris). #xf&(Ursus arctos).
F%k (Prionailurus bengalensis)s 7 4 £ fh 2 EAFAE
Wit s —E e, R T HEREGE, JEA T
HI8 T S5 ORI AEDD AR o), an B AR sh i 5
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N XK J 8 B A G 55

WA 2 R T R B AR KARFE B3 a8
TH AT WD . 3002 45T, S T AN
W52 45 Bk R T 4 #1 3E {E Micrographia (Hooke,
1665), WAL A BFEA N L. T2 140 2K,
RE 2 I S 7 0 TR Fe i S, AT
DL EE oA S AUBE R T O AE 2= B ok, LEFRATIAN
B BN A 2 Rett . T T miE &
S A NI I N 7 QR Sl 7 R B 5 B N <ol 2 2
(Sunagawa et al, 2015). 1% (Thompson et al, 2017;
Bahram et al, 2018) LA K& o5 HESh )15 32 (Shi et al,
2016) " 34 47 1E K B0 F 28 3L J7 0 N 38 7 40 18
MR Z R . S Nl s O e s 1
R, HEH AR T RERMPERE
R, IFBE I E S RGO E F AAE
I IhAEVE I (Qin et al, 2010), HItil, /N
(Xiao et al, 2015). & (Xiao et al, 2016)F1% i (Zheng
et al, 2018)%5 A BN 1) i 1 B AT 78 AR 172K
e, NERMRE F-IL AR S RERAE TR
AT & AERTEYT, HEGESQ019)45058 14K
X I B SO e, BARRE S, /)
Bl FEAERESE, FEomIR 1 2 B R A SRR VAR T
AU SN AE o SR (2019) WIER I 1 SOWFR
358 388 Tk o T AR ) 3 0 0t A 7 AR S e T
Rettk, 12 il 2 5 A ok A B T3 s S i -18
F 2 [AH ) EAERLE .

HHT K50 40 2 T JE DA 41 2 BOR (1) 2 R 40 A
TIERO T B FIDNAZE P A AT VIR 558, L
B B ZRARFR HE 2 TG P 51 (R340 Fr B, DA
J%16S rRNAZJE R 6 75 X 34 o X 2877k L3 2
A RAFE 73 F FHEAT 1) 225 5080 i (I DNASKR T 65 12
ITZFEPE T, FEE I E R AR B BRI S 3R OR
BT, Wb T REAR SR RIS W
T 148 2% TV R B3040 P (1) ) S ) T i B 2 - 40 2R
AET I B OO 2L, HERRIYIAN 1) 2 AR RS AT
AR TR ) AH R AN TR N E SR AT R AR 4y
2% #. gt (operational taxonomic unit, OTU), /&= &
A ZRE AL T . B 2 TSR R AR X Do
HEHIDNAZ EHAR FERI AN w8 . fEARLHSp, 5K
45 (2019) 4 1 1 By 5 I B A% 0 7 1B 11 16S
rRNAJEKIE 5 e, *h78 T 4= 7 % 1% (Apis cerana)t%
Oy A ApibacterZs 1) 7 41, i 85 w4 g i i AR ) B 2

BEAT TARA . RT3 vy 30 I e 4 R ) S e
DNAZ ARG 22 11 77 Gl L Ak, 2019) 7 P& A 4>
BT RCAS TR, 9 0 il 1 — AR R 132 K (read
length) 2 (1 6k i1, A B T — B2 midn EDNASKTE
WS H Y ER e Y. 55—, A ST
Ry R T mdES TR T KNS
Zr HITa R, a0l A 4K 16S % [Fl (Karst et al,
2018). 4Z:kifk(Crampton-Platt et al, 2016). 4=
ZEfk(Lang et al, 2018)& & 4 HL K AT 0 7395
(Hollingsworth et al, 2016). {EALHHF, VIR
(2019) /g 1 B T = AR P BRI A= ) 20
(AR et f, Fa A il = 5 v] 42
B AE Z AP A e, EE 2] DR R RS 5
BABHFE .

— RAHT 7 IE R ) 2 T v R BRI

FRAE, KORFRAR 1 2 DR 20 20001 B dhs P A s e 1D

O B O FH DNAY 51 EAT 73 W 7L 81l 1 2%
fFo AR RIER S, B3 UL i 1A%
R AL FE RIS T — R 50 N W@ H kg, 2+

LRI L PRI 1 B TR 48k 7T (Song et al, 2016;

Wang et al, 2016; Nie et al, 2017; Tang et al, 2019)#/
TGRSR A ARG K WL et al,
2019)# N AR T o3 F A TH S it 1 B EE %L
PRI T 1k B o ST %% JE R 4H (metagenomiics)
(70 Hr e A BT AR Th g 2k R O 8 4% 22 REVEYERE B
RERfift A= 2 FEPELE A

WA B 2R B R u ek E, RE
AT A2 20 R 1 A 2 B 2 BB v AR K AR 2 1
PEy SRR AT RIS I R SR ) A
HAEMTAE D . BATHIRR, BEA A SCHIE T IT 1
FAANE)™, T vl B 5 3R B 22 Ak 0 W A
NBEE ARSI AW Ry AT I
R IRAS L N 5 FREAH 5 O S A= ) 2 S5 U )
TR T Bo T AS SRR SR Y 32 SRR PT Bk B 2R
WA RAR MRAZTVERARA, LR A R 73
DIWARF W e S AN A (% e e S LT (e X/ E 7 = & &
BEARIFAE R A A S R ATk
R SRR TR A LA .

RPN

Bahram M, Hildebrand F, Forslund SK, Anderson JL,
Soudzilovskaia NA, Bodegom PM, Bengtsson-Palme J,

&1
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FHEE: IAEIDNA (eDNA)JEFR A HUAREI S b () an 358 . IR EOKAR) I B T IIDNAF B . eDNATIA 245
MIRIEE h R HUDNA v Bk AT I LA B B0 2347 R B 3R 55 rh B 0t BREVE 15 I o AL ST VA AR EL, eDNARUR B
A RBUE. BANE . TS BT, eDNABOR B SOy — Mo KK A 2B MDA T KB4
2 BEVERTTT . WE AR A Sh R RCIRZS SN RN S Bsh A I 55 . A S MeDNASARFE K AE A %
FEAE 0 52 FH ) A FE DI . eDNAROR R4 E R LA K FLAE 005 /A IR A R ST 5 ME 540 777 T ) 2 P e
BRI A5 BRI A T T 4558 . B, AR SO eDNABIARTE R K R KT T6 6 HEBN ) 2 4 14 W R F 1
KRS RTAT SR

R R, B ARMFER; SRR, BOKES RS, ARG RCELEETEE (COl)

Biodiversity monitoring of freshwater benthic macroinvertebrates using
environmental DNA

Meng Li*, Tingting Wei', Boyang Shi*, Xiyang Hao", Haigen Xu?, Hongying Sun®

1 Jiangsu Key Laboratory for Biodiversity and Biotechnology, College of Life Sciences, Nanjing Normal University,
Nanjing 210023

2 Nanjing Institute of Environmental Sciences, Ministry of Ecology and Environment, Nanjing 210042

Abstract: Environmental DNA (eDNA) refers to DNA fragments that organisms leave behind in their
surrounding environment (such as soil, sediment and water). eDNA technology sequences these DNA
fragments and can provide information on taxonomic composition of benthic macroinvertebrate communi-
ties. Compared with traditional biological survey methods, eDNA technology is more sensitive, efficient and
noninvasive. As anovel method for surveying aquatic organisms, eDNA techniques have been widely used in
biodiversity assessments of aguatic organisms, including monitoring of endangered, rare and invasive
species. In this review, we summarize recent developments in eDNA technology and focus primarily on the
operational procedure and its application for freshwater benthic macroinvertebrate analyses. Finally, we
discuss the advantages and potential caveats of current eDNA practices.

K ey words. metabarcoding; next-generation sequencing; invasive species; freshwater ecosystem; cytochrome
¢ oxidase subunit | (COIl)
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HNFEEATHIT 2 %7 (Rosenberg & Resh, 1993; Bt
SR, 2010; EHiARLE, 2012), AHCHE AL EE T XF
ARSI 2 FEPERIGR, [RIBT AR B T KA G L i
B (iR, 2013). LDk, ANKIEBIH
BN, R iR K SR I I BE I R AR, iR OK
AEAS R G0 52 7™ RN OB A T IR A ) R o A,
WG 3. SR N AR 5 S5 A4 55 PR 2R (1 52 0
TR T8 K AR TG 38 HE S P T I ) B o BAIR K

B Oat, Fp R A BRI K Rl 25 A5 1V e v (1 [ ¢

T i s P05 BN Bl SR AP S B0 4 (B
SLAREE, 2018). SR, AR 75% M R 1 AR A7 T
15 Fg i, BRI 5 A A 52 BB B O 75 2 B RN
R A T . EONE R, 206k, KA
BB, — L SE g vl v 8 fa A
HZ M REZENE, UETIRTeCE w5,
2016). fHs&, MHllmanayl, FETIARE R KIE
A R 20 TG A ME B4 A A7 DR 3 74T 2 A A8 ks
IV A 2R, R0 2 e e 2R 2SO 8 P R, o3z
JHRIR A5 5 DR 4 77 5 1 AR A AT O BT )R A Ak
(]2 RV o 7R F AL Gu Y A 25 7 V20 AT K 2
ToB HESPDEAT I DB, 5 32 BT 7K el i B2 R 3R
FE. BB AR AT s DA S BRI AR VS 2] 1
o IR SR AR RN, TN KE
N7 FE4H DL B RURAFE 4%, 3 XIS A 22 FE % 1) 4
T 00 e DA E R IR 8] P9 e ke [RIE, H TR R R
Puis R, DA R K KR AT K B TE B
BNV 2 FEPEEAT A TH R S0 e

FF1EDNA (environmental DNA, eDNA)SZTE M
AW E IR S (B0 3 DU BUK RS B
PEPRELR FIDNA B AT, F B0 AF A ik
PR TR PR 85 o 4 L P DNA R 40 i 24 A R BB T2 )5 10
Jitu #FDNA (Taberlet et al, 2012; Rees et al, 2015). it
SRR H L eDNA 45 FE 5 18 2 152 R (DA T 7 #reDNA
FAR) IR EEAE b B 232 HXDNA, 51 FIDNA I
P ARG P v () 5 R b 3R AT 5E 1 BUE &4 i
(Ficetolaet al, 2008). [E pr I L& % B AR N FH T 1
D25 Ty AK K AR LR, 9] dn £6 2 (Takahara et al,
2012, 2013). FitiZ(Ficetola et al, 2008). €T
(Piaggio et al, 2014), DA A Jf 235 (Goldberg et al,
2013). I F:2K(Tréguier et a, 2014; Dougherty et al,
2016; Geerts et a, 2018)5 A HESN Y. SRTH, FIH
eDNAF AW Mk KK AE AW 7T, TTH Y &

RN KA T 7 HE 30 W) 22 AR B AT A R RS
i 45 41 (Cai et a, 2017).

KERIR T eDNABIAR S HAE KAL) 2 FEE
o I AR R IR . K T eDNA SR TR I % 2% T
T AR AR RAE, A ROZHARTE W K AT K
BTG HES) ) 77 T L HE R AR R,
5 Jig 16 H R F eDNA T i &0 38 8 vk K AT K 284
B HESH 2 AEVE I DU B P A 57, DA 9 3R R K
BB RGN ZFEIECRYT . B BRI SR A0 2 1) 3
AR A AR 4%

1 eDNA
LS

11 EMHR

eDNABLARAE & PEAF 72 Hh 3 2l 1 H SPCRJT
R P R B R SR K S8 b i B B R AT
W, SRV B R AR TR BN 2 15 A7 AE B
M ARHE . BEEeDNAFAREIRKESRAZL
TV B0 ) S PRI S AN WA, eDNABH TR R
M HE N 3% W ¥ e B T F HESh )25 HE . Ficetola
£ (2008) J8 it %of 7K A H 2 B 4 FE eDNA H#E 47 PCR
RS R Bl e R Dy B 30 N AR ) Fb 3 I A ek
(Rana catesbeiana) (Y177 75, I HHILTFE T eDNAH,
ARIEIR K S Fk e 00 (R BH9E . Jerdedi (2011) 4%
eDNAHE A A T Mot W32 422 2 7 114 L ] AR D08 73 s 11
200 EF X K GE N AR B P SR ) R —— B
(Hypophthalmichthys nobilis) f1fi £ (H. molitrix), 5
TR 2 b DK T s 20 PP NAR (B B, H.eDNAH;
AR I R AR B v T AR S AR T B, BEE,
DeinerflAltermatt (2014)%] Xt 3% 7K T6 5 #E sh ) K )
#%(Daphnia longispina) 1% 7K Zk#:(Unio tumidus)
THPANRE S 51 9, a8 PCR s S A P AN T i
B AT H X R S P FeDNA AR LE .
12 TEEMR

i id 52 BEPCR (QPCR), eDNAHARAML AT LAH
JEKFE T B bR AW AEAE, (R ] DL i &AL
eDNAZHE X VAP i =F & B AR Y & AT RAE . £
FPCRH A (digital PCREXdPCR) 5 4 #i. gPCR#% A
AR L, BEE A A I TDNA, - [R]) B 5% 0 1) 7510 i 52
PEUF, ATHER S EArdE(Whale et al, 2012), X
B 2 DNA K I A 5E & (Vogelstein & Kinzler, 1999;
Hindson et al, 2011), AT SEELXT ) FFeDNA [ 48 %]




482 4 ¥ % B ¥ Biodiversity Science

273

5E
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Takahara%s (2012) & X | H eDNA £ A X H 4%
W& 7K R ) S 3 £ £ (Cyprinus carpio) #E 1T AE ) &
IR BT, B FE3 B KA eDNAVK B 5 i 1 (1)
AR IER G, IF HEE T eDNAWRE S A&
W ReHEN B SRR 5T o A R A A A TS L. Doi
55 (2017) 2K H eDNA T A H A% &5 4 Al 75 18 Hh A=
ARG — PN WG KA 3338 B i) o5 A
ROCHAT T LI, {5 & ILeDNAKS Hi 2 5 il
RV B AR B E M S5 8 & - Dougherty
5 (2016) K 15 48 175 41l /1N Je R 1 U7 72 5 eDNAF AR AR
gha, N H eDNAR AL W5 I 35 [E o 78 i X P Fifi
A NAR PR BE /N BB (Orconectes rusticus) & At il
HARXS EE I ae AT AL, 45 R I B SReDNA
5 AL W 7 o P4 s Py 2 T 2% 4 P AR G 3 Y G
3G N, {52 K FE A eDNA I $2 DS %4 Fh oA X
FEMMNEE % . b5, Larson®(2017)K A AH R
J7 V20 3 ] 0 0 A Ak PN R H R B B /N R
H1Z 5 /N I (Pacifastacus |eniusculus) # 1T #F 5%,
g5 R 1) eDNA$E D15 5 @ i 175 4 e sk Ak
THIAEXS FE B [AAE GRS 22 . DA B3R B, Ay
A SRR A E B B UL ST IR KR AT K B T ME Bl
W) AT fe (R eDNA Jifi 38 A B K, M 5 8
eDNAK 5 SLbr Mg 2 MR RIFAHE . 5
TR KRR 2R EE A AR R —E
sZ ), a3 RS T L eDNA R UE R, PLE T 520
eDNAF AR A=) & ()4l 1+ (Takahara et a, 2011). 7K
PR pHAE 5 6 8 1 2 5 eDNA PR R R0 6 1 [ fif ok o
FEAR R, 3 T S e AR A Ak I ) E A A (Strickler
et d, 2015).

Klt, H ATeDNATA A g 58 45 2 I A
VIR E BAGTE, JOHEX SRR DR A R )
VA R — IR A A . BRILZ A, BT ARA
VIR A ) 22 5, HORE TR eDNA ek 52 F1 3 fEE 2%
AHH[F] (Geerts et al, 2018), X1 #E LASLHLEE 2K TE
SERAHT. M2, FIFH eDNAFE AA I A 8 (1 vEEfa
5 UL AR R SR ()3 FH M A A it — 2B BRI .

1.3  ZYNFAE L HEM I

iR S IS A N -2 S e A5 ¢
(next-generation sequencing, NGS)$i A M ia ifij 4,
ZA AR RE SN JL1 77 2 7 25 DNA [R] B 24T 7
HIME . NGSH AR 5 eDNA A M 45 & B = A4 1

eDNA % % 15 (eDNA metabarcoding) i A, 32 ]
T ZREME I, FR X EEE RS ENEE
i B AP

ITAER, eDNAZ IR A C ) 32 MH T4
AR A  Z A @ MR 2R HUDNA,
& B AR EnA RN 7 SRR R, 3 — DR
FREVE K LAY 2 R . ValentiniZE(2016) ) H
eDNA 7= 25 TE R H A ST AL 38 I RV 1 A A
FAREE MR MAT RV Z VIR, 2R RH, 5
A 45 1 75 AH EL eDNA 7 55 T RS H AR F AT 38 vy s il
I FEWINIEhYI T, eDNAZ: 2 AL HE A (A6
REHE R 97%, 1 A% Gt A J7 12 58%; 1E fi i,
eDNA % 5 AL+ A 7E 89% FRI AT 7T 1 i v A 0 3] £
DREE 5L G EAFECE 2 . Kk, eDNAZ
I ARA B RCAE SR FEHERbR A — 1

AR AT R 0. BT, ZRARTER
IKTCHEMESI Y AL 2 FEVERE e A IR
Klymus (2017) % T 48 ki 1A 16S rRNAKE K X} 57 16
i IV DA VA AR R ] 7K 3 R N AR L5 S A A2
1TeDNA 2 TERG 7T, 45 SR 38 W% 5 i 0 # Ak 5
P ) 4 )RR LU T 45 27 0 A B IR v A

SR, eDNABARIERIKAES RE W
A I 22 5T BB F i PR ST (b B ) B
W SE (AN ), T2 42 K380 00 A= ) 22 B
WHoT. HHFFIN RNB R B 2 Y ph 2 5
AR, WRISEHMESII (It . PIRE. TeAT.
)R BRI TCEME(n SE K %
AR B RS,

2 eDNAf%

eDNAH A /B R FE £ B FEAN AT, EFE
i K. eDNAF 3K . eDNA 2 B eDNA 45 Hr 2%
(E11) . 5 R 2R K AT KBS TCEHES ) B & IR 55,
RILLGEA T Bk K A PRS2 9% K R A K R
HHESI Y eDNATF 7T AT B 1 R 56, o4 AR I
FE A B AN IR 75 B B R AE EAT T B B A
Wig.
21 HRRESHKEE

R 7K R AT X 2 T A HE B W 2 B AL e T
T ] ARSI T IR B 1Y
K IXLEF YIS T I SR A 75 1)
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refrigerator (-20C)

BIHAAE R : R KA HER /K AR I

Preliminary preparation: Sterilize sample equipment in autoclave
AR BIFEAUK O ST IR AL

Sample location setting: Nearshore area of upstreams or inlet

REIKEE: B2 LRZAKEE, ER3UHE

Water sample collection: Collect 1-2 L surface water for 3 times at one spot
1. HEmRE ERRERER: 4. 245, WIREE

Sample collection | Sample location recording: Toponym, latitude and longitude, altitude

B RERR: BT KGR B 20 CHk A KIPRE

Sample transportation and preservation: Store samples in ice box, ice or

R EAMRER: BB AR AR A BT kR

Negative control: Ultrapure water

<

gt B IERE G SER R

Filtration site: In-field filtration approach; in-laboratory filtration approach
IESRIRRRIERY: IR A LT YRR AR AT 4 RUBME

2. eDNA#HIR Filter type: Mixed cellulose ester filters or cellulose nitrate filter

eDNA capture REFIBIR: B T95%M LB, SEA R T HRa8, SRURRAE(20C)
Filter preservation: 95% ethanol solution, dry silica gel or refrigerator (-20°C)
WERAMERTER: SRS FATREY LSRR BKAE

Negative control: Ultrapure water

| |

$2BX: DNeasy Il 214 DNABGAN &
3. eDNAHZEN Extraction: Qiagen DNeasy Blood & Tissue kit
eDNA extraction | i BRAMEXTER: $2IUTIEfEHIBAIK

Negative control: Ultrapure water

%/_J

l K
NI

environmental samples

4. eDNASY#T FI AR DNATRU A B

Analysis of eDNA

RB R ERRIERE: JiRERABETRT (CODERE MM EED (Cyt b)ER
Selection of amplicon fragment: Cytochrome c oxidase subunit I (COI) gene and
cytochrome b (Cyt b) gene fragment.

SI4FF&: ETF COTRMIE By s | 9%t

Primer design: Primer set based on short fragment, e.g. COI gene fragment

B HKMFF: BASTRERE T PAFTER 2RI DNAF 51

Next-generation sequencing: Obtain DNA sequences of multi species from
PCRAHIERKFIFFIME: FT FREXT BHIST AR i e DNA PR AT 35

Electrophoresis and sequencing of PCR products: Determine if amplified DNA
sequence of the target species is involved in eDNA based on positive control
TEEPCR: LIPHPEDNAXS Hh BEHERT eDNAE fit

Quantitative PCR: Quantify eDNA based on positive control

EHPCRY H: HMEMELY H3-10

Conventional PCR amplification: Amplify each sample for 3 to 10 times
BRI BERYRDNABIEAR, RS T T AT 3

Positive control: Set target species DNA as the template, and conduct parallel
amplification under the same conditions.

B FAE X BR: BUB K AR, FATH 1

Negative control: Set ultrapure water as template, and conduct parallel amplification

El1l FIFeDNARFRIERAT BRKEEAR T E MR ZHM IR R
Fig. 1 Theframework of biodiversity monitoring for freshwater benthic macroinvertebrates using eDNA metabarcoding

B 2H 2340 N [T DNA; L vk @ i A0 T M AR 16
P2 R DNA (Merkes et al, 2014) .

% &R Zh PN LAA I3 B 1 eDNATE /K H ) 43 A7 A
AT, KEERAE R AN B KA i i K 43

(EeanAT A4, At eDNA [ 3R BUE AR 52 00),
PRI — B AE K AR R IA 20 e AR o 0 T HURE K
AT BRI K AR 5, ETATE S5 B KK A — A dia
TR T NI R B 4%, AT 4k B — 5 BE
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BN A MR BIRSERAKKIR, 218 L
B B R R R B P B 1K 2 A4,
HB U eDNATESURR AR R 3945 43 Ao S 1
W 7R, K B BRI R JE K AR (1 eDNA J
W T dR AT I AR 2 AR, T DT RR A
eDNA Sz BLIf1 AE ) 2 R PELE I (8] 95 B A 1R KAR
(R AN 1, 7 TN A B AT i — 28 I AL
(Deiner et al, 2017). Shaw%(2016) LbA% 1 /K AR AL
YR ZFEA T IRAG I 2R P08 FE AL vHE, i
MIFE P RAEA R AR A 2] 7 H Ar¥ 7, H2 5003
VIREAAHLL, ZKAE R0 = B2 A T HE 5 KA SE BrAr
TE I Fh = 5 A — 550 MoyerZs (2014) & X6 A ]
FRURE IR S A I 2 PR 52 i HEAT LU, RN R E S

JRIRFERIA I MR v, (AR AR E LRI O T,

PIAH 2 100% A I s Dy 26 . [RItk, BRAT (R 24K
B FEATS W R B2 R 2 KRR SR B 7K AT R 2 6
HHESYIeDNAR) 1 3R 1%,

T G ARG R UL RS 5 G, AERAE T I
TSR R/ A LA T v K R AR B, #4E N DLE
RFEIS AR PG A — VT, R — IR
e—IRFE. NTIREUKFERYIFE R, NAE
B — N K Ff i HE 2 3UCHURE (Thomsen et al, 2012a)
2.2 eDNA3#3%

H T, FTeDNAJH IR I 772 6 HE Ui V2 (Tho-
msen et al, 2012b) F1id JiE€7% (Goldberg et a, 2011). ¥T
VEVEIE R LS mLIK KRR, T SR R S KR &
RN1-2 Lo AEXFoiieis, WaEkn] ULk 215 24
Fh\IDNA (Deiner et al, 2015; Majanevaet al, 2018).
W FER I, TR KRB MESh K, {3 A it
JEVEAH ZRDNA AT DL 7= eDNA 463 B 3 2 (Deiner
et a, 2015; Eichmiller et al, 2016). Hrr, gLl
I3 RIS I pE RN SEG E kg, A AR A R A
KA, 4 3RAS 1 I AR IR PR AF, AT IR ZZ AF ik
eDNA [ B, 1% % F3z8 5 28 1) BF AR S e 8 2,

JEH T T B ANIEAT I IE, AT LA B R AR I 1],

KRR T UK EARAE, FFPRE S S i (] B K AN
5h (Deiner et al, 2015), F [A] 5256 % i i€ 5 K € A
—20CAIEARAE

AT, XTI RS AN 2R ik B 4 —
FIbRAE, 2800 S K045 nmblRRZT 4 K JEfE, 4
SIBFFER 0,75 pmEk1.5 pm3 I 2T 4k 28 R ak %
BRI (Wilcox et al, 2013; Deiner et a, 2015). A~

A B B B AN R I DNAE $R %, HAh i R A 4F
Y 08 i B TR 2T 44 2 U8 IS 1Y) DNA 4 3 A0 A £
(Majanevaet al, 2018).
2.3 eDNAIRHL

H 17 2 MAS [F i eDNA SR BT %, 38 &7
FEHU(Renshaw et al, 2015). 2 i 4 i ) 4 #4224
(Jerde et al, 2011)F1 — AL AESEHZ (Goldberg et al,
2011). SR, AR R AR U7 AT REA R
B2 i H bR A2 04K ) eDNA S I 45 5 . Deiner %%
(2015) 3R 1 AN [ F) eDNA 3 35 12 B 7 28 5% 46l
RAKEDZ R, S5RERAXHALIEES
DNeasy Ifil ¥ £H 2R DNA $2 B 7 GAH 45 & 1 7 1548
B 4T
2.4 eDNAZHT
241 FREMERFEFEAS YL

IKFEHH FIeDNA A 1] T Hedh it 2R 8
Bt T eDNAMZZ A& TEI /b ik, Bl iEs &
B 1) 7 A AT AN B T ad FH 51 4 DA R B AR e
DU P X6 BRBERE ity oA AE B BEVE AT 20 R4 5. W
F WL RIADNA (mitochondrial DNA, mtDNA)AH L
T 40 DNA (nuclear DNA) B i & 1 JyeDNA %
SFIUAEE AR, JUH 2 40 M (5 R cSE AL B L (COl)
JE R A4 A 5 b (Cyt b)JE [Al (AndUjar et al, 2018).
HIFE A = (1)40 M+ mtDNA 1) #% U1 50CE L i
DNAKIZ; (2) mDNARGMHX R, SHHE 2
X oAb ) i AR X K By 1 v 51 P AR < X
AR T bR 1, ()FER A &K
EmMIDNA R FHIE S, 8T X 3K HK eDNAZEAT 7
FILExS . R APE ], DA IA LA 2

X TR KA R AL TE A HEZN IR 3, COI %
5 B B RIFI B HRR A, a5 MR F
T 55 f L B IR K B 2K B (Ferndndez. et al,
2018). [Ak, it T COIZMND i BLid i 514
Ji 9] FH eDNA 7 5 TS 4 AR M I3k 7K R AL T
YRV W Bk B . BT, ElbrechtflL eese (2017)
TR T R T TE R K K BUTEH HESh ) 1) a8 H 51 4
(b RS A RR S NBFHIBRY), il a2 514
BF2HIBR2 ] DAAR 4 b B A 51 W0 ey, (H 1% 51 4055
i FERE A JeDNAFEANIE A . Vamos&:(2017) 51 %%
KRB TGH MBI IT & 7 3T COl 3 R f fy B
(178 bp) (1 1xF 51 #nfwhl (B FEfwhFLAIfwhRL) H
FRTCH T AT, BN e B i eDNAH BLaF 4
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B
242 ERD

eDNAZ: 26 LA H AR F 8 H 5104 B 7K A
AU eDNA, & i a7 e A2 KBS 5K
A RS . BT AR FH A B, mix T
RIS 08 R M 08 B 2% 7 B R B AN R,
X TR R BT A, BT PR s —
ST EA E KRR . — ek, X THdE 4R
SRTIE R EAARE: (V)R EEA TP Tk
X} S df readsE AR BEA T PP e S BR . BB RR R G A
Bk T B IR B R i DR A5 e A B . i fE AR AR
reads [A] ) 55 B [X F AT 45 41 2% BSOS 1 20 17 1)

etk 7 515 . (2) OTU (operational taxonomic units,

AR 2> 28 ) SRR R o X BT AR 5 7 5
T R OK T 97% AU #E AT OTU SRS, RIRT-97%
15 FUAR AL EE AR [FI A, SRS I BCREANOTUH A K
17 R E A, 1% 7 51 5 22 5005 P AH L
BATYIMERE T, AT S FES P OTUR 3 B3R
WIRhER G R . (Q)Z R HT. IRIEOTUERS: R
FIEFEM P OTUME SR, F RIS M
JEFR, FEXTHT T I (VA A2 A o RN
BLFEMEREAT T
25 PBRMFIFAMEXTER
TEKFERAE . eDNASH FR IR EL LA K PCRY™ 1
TR P A T A L B P R, UG S 56 R A e AR
W 15 52 275 G UL KR e 5 YRR . RIS H
FRADFHHEFT eDNAZS M7 I I8 75 ¥ B FH X IR A A
N HIK DA T 45 R AR AE S K, B
HILAE H AR A eDNA I3, LA AR 5256 45 R 10
HERPE RN A SEE . XA BT RO s s st A e

RSB G

31 YISt

AR, AATeDNAZE 5% TE I HORAE 1R /KR
AV R 2R I A 2 0 ) A 0 2 A A U ) T AT s
77T RERR. #aildE, ERES R EY R

T rh, A GERAE 7 IALRE S R J=3 30 AR VR 5 1 224K,

11 €DNA 7 2 TS BARTT DL KR XSk A (R A4
DR SR SRR EY 2 AT I, (E
I ADE B BRAE AR S 225 Ml 2 B i A
56 B T BLeDNA 7 255 TS 5 R To ik K th i 70 K A

(Deiner et a, 2016)

AL G W 7 A0 B, eDNABL A S 4 Fl () W
I EAE S S A . Fernandez%:(2018) % = N B
TR0 e T eDNABUR P55, 5k T4%
40 W5 W 59 0 B A SI 56 78 X6 VRT 9 N K B TG ME )
W eh i R HEAT T R EE A, S R R T
COI % 55 TE A (1] eDNA L A [ P Fkar Hi 28 B 2 v T
A48 W i 5 1 AN L T 18S IDNA % 4 T i i eDNA
Ao DRIELE MR AN [ (R AR DR, A SRR s
PN eDNAFEATE A1) 2 1 1 Mo I o %) 2 FH B
HEEEH.

K2, eDNAZE & A R AE /K Al K BT
B HESH W 2 FE M e B BRI ), (BAETR K
FK 3 A JE AV DK B T 8 ME 3 4 1) 4 T VR A 4 58 5 T
T ER kAR -
32 FMRNR4FH I

LB T PR T U XS T N AR A e 4 i A

TR B, (H AN AR R WIF B R IR,

A 235 1) M 0 7 2% DR I K 5 0 3R AR T e A B B
I, eDNATEA PAH: & (1) R BUE R HIE I 17 AN 4=
) Fh LA &k B AT RE M (Goldberg et al, 2013;
Tréguier et a, 2014). 7y [C i € UF (Procambarus
clarkii) C 4% 51 N 2K R AR N AR P Fl 4 5 (Lowe
et al, 2000). 7EFR EATL A FiFHX, 50 R 2
BN U DL — R 2 B . (BT BN
s, XA NAZ B ORI KA A & R G K
Y2 FEIEGE a1 U (3R 655, 2010). Caiss
(20175 o, B Ji R 7 2 B TG BH G JE A F A 23 A 1
L1 MR AFF 72 2 B, K F eDNAE A Fr 46 Hi 2 BH i
m TSGR L. WA, 5&EG0ERMIEML,
eDNAH ARAE N —FhER AN 7%, RKAEAED T
Bt 55 B T St fE. 55— 23kE A
AW 2 ———3t B i I (Dreissena polymorpha),
SR F R, HAtOy S sE . maE.
FERMEE, MY REIMX R RKESR
Gk fEE, M RAEM K IZY ML EE R
&2 —(Loweet a, 2000). 3 E W7 N i FeDNAH;
AR &5 A 63 B 1 (light transmission spectroscopy,
LTS) DNAKG A I R A 7K B a7 bk
NP PRI, BEAS T AR NAZIF R 51N
FE 3% 1) XU 5: (Egan et al, 2015).
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4 eDNA
bR

41

FROE T 4% G 1) BT 418 2 00 75 v, eDNAHIAR
BA MRS . FEARELITIVN A (1)K
B oA TR X T % 40 04 3k R
eDNAFE AR H RSN WIHLAN B 1K KFE, I
1655 B H AR PP EEE KA X3 N 1) AR, 0 R
FER B AES RE TR . QAWK
Ao wallk T ARG R ENET SN A TR SRR E
S B, TG T AR 38 B SR SR AR 125 B0
W 22 FE A L 3 A IR DL FARAR B H . (3)RAETT
VAR, FERTA> . AR MK TR G ERAE T I,
Eetn i R le g« B DL A48, SREAEKFFEER
5y XREI L ARG . ZALIATE M AR NAZ 1T
P £5 Hypophthal michthys molitrix#TH. nobilisZ:/K
A B TAE A3 24 IE (Jerde et al, 2011). (4)
RAEZBR/N o T eDNA EZURAEKFE, 516500010
AU TTIEAREE, ERAEIR TR B R AR, AT LA
R PR P BEAR PR R =OIR D KA WA S 3R 5 2%
PSR R (52 AR ). (5) R & B TE R
BT M IR KK AR 2B, JEF R AR NAR B3 Wil
ST EMA Y, F RBUEE ST ARG b 7%
(Dejean et a, 2012). (B)HHE AN i RS B V5 2 FF
Y. g6 TR — BN 7 H AR eDNAZE %K
it 77 ¥ AT DATE S B [ A o VR 45 PO R 358 A5 o B 55 119
FirG YR AT R AR, A R . RRBE AR
W2 REPE I B 77 (7) AR T 2 RS AR 25 78
HE, G TR BTV SR S AR B ] (R A
PR B B2 B RE ) R AR S A T (L e B
MR KA. BERITER 4, MR KL EST
VR 256 AT b i R 5 PR AN R e o (8) 4 1)
PR R, M8 T R

Al L, eDNAFEA [ H B AR KRR BT H
HEZ ) 2 AE M MR SR PR T — 5 &% 1
B,
42 FHRM

EIReDNAFIARLE ZANT7 HAR TAE G & 7%,
B H BTZEARITIFE— RV, i (1)K
B IR A B R . Ik 2 TR 7T 3R

B, N[ RRE 7 & AeDNA SR BT i m] S 80K [H]
[RIAS I 45 5 (Deiner et a, 2015). (R, H L EXHZ
HARREREAN AT, B G —. HiEm
PREA T 5o ()T (R A2 (B A — 2 PE . eDNAT
TR PE RN o3 A1 52K AR sh A 3G Bl . 7K s sh IR
(Eichmiller et a, 2014). [FJi, eDNATER S (1[5
i R 2 52 B 2 PR AR IR FR A o X R AR
UL 57 W ) 45 SR 5 P P ek 2 43 A 2 ] PR AR G
T4 o M 22 SRR B o ()T S Il MK
KAE B eDNA 3 HT 1B — 2D # AR & ] BRA7AE 2E X5
Ly R o LI 2 PCRY™ 1 45 5 e HE A8 X5 G
T v 38 B 7 B AR T A 95 Qe R R g — B ORI
SR L5 F B R (Willerslev & Cooper, 2005;
Champlot et al, 2010). f#k 77 iEGLHE: XfSLiifE
TRRRHEAT A% AT B KR, BB [ 1 X s S
Gl A o (A) I BH A S AR BA A I R BB R 41
PEXS T I MW fE b DL R R A BB A D
PR CNEYIY i S s T S S e L =y Rl ESIN SR 7
Pl (1) 4 555 DNAE S BB 78 X 30N A% )
it o X A AT B i ) H AR R DNA KR
THEHEIIE . HRWTE /KEUE K (Jerde et dl,
2011), B e T EI YRR A, HIEAEE bR
DNAFI LR (Kristine et al, 2014). I i) 75 K] iR
PP B LT e, B TSR A A R 8
[R5 £ I 200 2 4 VH B DA FE PCRJ . i L B
PEXTHESRAT IS4 1 25 SR BAFAER B M . R AR
P H B EE R 5. X TR — B bR
Yodbcku, W& ERRER S EIY, ek H bR
VIRR Oy 3G o 6 T 7 B RN B COR U, R R
THEMESI . B P 2 Fa 0T ¢ XI5 N S PR ArAE
HEsYFh, (HEGIAR B Z0F A EDNA . X Ff
DL AT e BT 51 2 1) s P B 01 PCRYT 384 11
ZR . TS AEE(McKee et a, 2015; Balasing-
ham et al, 2016). I [a) @ AR DL T2 B g1
TETC P ESE I, R AT ARORE LA R 1 4
B A 7] 22 BR iR &L (Tsal & Olson, 1992
Mckee et al, 2015).

HH LA O, eDNAFIARTGIE B4 B AR IE S 4
Y2 R MR J5 3%, BT DUE N —Fh 4 7
B, T i H AR 0 5 A7 R K8 P TR AR
RETCHMESI YRR 2 R
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5 eDNA
HEME U

FEREREMZ R FEENEZRZ —Xu
et a, 2008). 1H HH T = PR AR AR 2 a ),
BIR KAV Z R, JCHIE R KR K B TC T HES)
MZ VR EREOR KR T = . P2 R
MBS R B A s fE 20t 28 rpr . R SY, B
¥ AHLCH ALK A SN, SRR sE, A
X AR TG ME B 22 FEAE B L 73 5 %@
T2 o AT DRI T M A0 B4 | 5 = A BRAK HE 55
KEMkﬂ%ﬁﬁm%mzﬁ@ﬁ%B%mﬁm
AT B EEA L) 2R P B R
—.o MeAk, W EDE AR 2 AR NR fEE BN
FEEMCER X2 — (S, 2002, T3 77,
2009; Z={#AIL v, 2010, T HESE, 2015). HhEHcHT
Guit, TN RNAZ DA 667 (TR AR AN i i,
2018), Ho AL FE — L T E ) A SR AR IR KR
MR BT B HESh Y, e IR AR . 2 1B ik
(Physella acuta) (3845, 2009; ik 754, 2014)
&, ABREIR AR E S R G0 4 ok I8 Bk
fi% o R, FRA THRAE 4 eDNAFL AP S 3% [ 7%
IK A R B TCEHES D 2 FEVERS I, BLFEXT 41k
AR PR BV DR 8L TG 35 ME 3 ) 45 7K A A A 1 - 30 93
e TP AERR . ko B AR AR K KRR
WK B TCHEAEBN VI 2 FE ARG, BAE R AAEDS
%%FE,R$EW#mM%%¢%A@%ﬂB\
I3 R B LA o T S RS S AT DL
ﬁﬁﬁmﬁ%%%ﬂnﬁﬁmﬁiﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁ\ﬁ
RUKFIEE & TR, TRIFRXER. ZUF
D) 5 BRI AR B B TR 0 H SR LR 2= K4,
T 52 K RS 5t 2 B B IR /K S AR 25 R 4 11 ke
R 2 e

eDNA A, J&H J2 eDNA 72 4 L H A 7] LA
X BEA DX 3 1 R 7K TR A B0 P BV 3R AT 22 5 1tk T
PR 2 T 0 K IAE S R AR . TAF
[eDNA 7 26 TR A Fi b, 3 75 AN W i 5 A 52
E@ﬁi%ﬁﬁﬂ%%mmA%@@ﬁﬁ,%wm
B 24 i A P () KR AL A, DUBA g A i [X 3%
K EAR K B TE A ME S (1) A2 ) 22 A5 1 B ) 2 it B
HER G SO A% o BRILZAh, SR KRR AT

BHESHVIHIRS 1, IRAWETOIF WL . LIS
B PR 06 T H eDNARE TS LA K B figh i < (R s, A
eDNA e HE A S /KSR 58 Hh SR KR T #E s
PIRIAR E EEM A R AR . AR, fEdE—b
AIF 50 1 52 b A T eDNA M B2 AR 5 5 4 G s
BORAR G B R T RE KSR A S A B B BRI

ANV, DLACHER 1 AR IR BT 1% 190 3 Ak i 3,

NHEVISEAIAT . BARH R ORI 15 Tt 32 A0
IFH, AT A S B R TRMSCERCR, 7
JIHEBN IR ER K A S R AW 2 R RS A0 AT
FFEER & o
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1 (P E R B A S IR A OISR A R R a0 s, s 100085)
2 (T EFRMERE KPR 5 2R, 65T 100049)

TE: SOREM N RTINS E A Z A RIS KB R, ORISR 24a, K5t
2R S N A RS 1 B™ B SRS R, BN 214 TR RIS R 2 — o AE /K IR 5E . flis RK A Y
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Environmental DNA (eDNA)-metabar coding-based early monitoring and
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Abstract: Biological invasion is a mgjor threat to multiple ecosystems across the globe, causing severe
damages to ecological integrity, loss of biodiversity, economic and social development and even human
health. With the rapid development in aquaculture, shipping and aguarium and ornamental trades in the past
several decades, China has become one of the countries most influenced by invasive species. Studies have
clearly shown that the development and application of robust early monitoring and warning is one of the
most effective ways to prevent and possibly control invasive species in aguatic ecosystems. Compared to
terrestrial ecosystems, there remain several technical difficulties for developing early monitoring and warning
in aguatic habitats. The technical challenges are mainly due to severa features of aquatic biological
communities such as high biodiversity and complex structure, a large number of microscopic species,
extremely low population density and lack of available taxonomic keys for species identification. With the
rapid development of high-throughput sequencing techniques, environmental DNA (eDNA)-metabarcoding
has become the top priority method for developing the early monitoring and warning programs in aguatic
ecosystems. In this review, we aim to synthesize the research progress on eDNA-metabarcoding and its
application to early monitoring and warning of invasive species in aguatic ecosystems. In addition, we briefly
discuss the technological advantages of eDNA-metabarcoding for the early monitoring and warning
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programs. Finally, we propose research perspectives for solutions to technical issues for false positive and
false negative errors in the eDNA-metabarcoding process.
Key words:. biological invasion; DNA metabarcoding; biodiversity; aguatic ecosystems; early monitoring and

warning; type | error; type |l error

1 S|S

E—AMEZRSK, VAR BT AR
A A AR AP ) R 2 A BRAE S R G R BB
o Hr, AR SETEATKE, KOV
RAERVEIAS ) B2 — (B 5 55, 2012) FiiFE 4Bk
PCHERERINER, SEMPREE IS . 7K dh AT 5L
Gy VA K SR B8 51 b A N SR ST S 3t B 2
bt 2 — KR, S BONROKA LR E
SRG P REESR, 1AM AR (Lockwood et dl,
2013). KAEEMANRZ TSR P s K &
YL BT BERZ R, MANRMES RS
HARMERIBIAE, 1B E U E KA LSRG

{e e A1 %4 5 (Dudgeon et al, 2006; Hambler et al, 2011;

Holland et al, 2012).

REE LR BREK. BORZ, |
M XN R, NRESINE, e KT
(1455 A1 T T ik s (g 7. ER B g DXORA — 77 — 2% B
HEE), NKENREDWIGIN. EHE. ¥ KH
B R TERIR A, BORZ N A
7 () %X 2 —(Chen et al, 2017). IR FE K EA 7 £
Gi IR Fh B ECE CIA553F, 135429 % K A AN
1244 7K Fh, HoH 667N NAZ P FH (VR K Fh 234,
KA DA 5 K T ERKIAZ 9% F(Chen et
a, 2017). NARAEMGIR K FE RIS FEEERISZ %K

T ASLAE JELIS TR P9 R, ™ BRI T AR AR 33485,

U T M AE I REVR S50, BRAK T NRIKIRI AR
ZREPE. b, BB 9 E E AR BKAEA
REER G RIIIRE ARRERA AR R SRR, 23K
KA NP R R 58 KT 2R (H At i & 815
Pl ONAR AR R 28), IX S FE RN AR 5 G BN X 5
RN, TR K FEAR (Chen et al, 2017). HEA
SEAGLE, RERE MR A R B S
G2k 292,000 70 N BT (3 77 3558, 2009), 1
H EH R PR 48 B A 2R iR IR B2 T8 N R T (E BARE
4, 2010).

NRAE— B A KELESRG T NR KT, #

A A LLEBR, NRAEDII TR FG B O O A
RAIIRLF FAVPREREE . ARG T B
WIERVE . AR YNESE (755, 2009; Lin et
al, 2015; Chen et al, 2017) . #K , X $& 5 yRTEfd i
FEARHATAE— E R PR P E T B 5 v AR ] B
i, (ATCEMERBR AR AN, A 53E WA R,
ESAE AW = 251, B8 5 it oK R 3
B —Ris 4y, AYNEERRA, (Ba—EfRE
TR NAR B RS (X1 55 B 4%, 2007) . 38K 3
SRR R R, CABTNE. B2 mNa
()75 (Lin et a, 2015; Chen et a, 2017). @it 5234
AR AR RS 22 B ) 2 5 1 M ) 0 5 R Ak 5% A
TG, A AEMNR IS M BT SR A I A B,
ol fa TR RERARAKCE, BCAPIEAEMNRER
M BEEA R SREAEYMELEL, KEAEY)
MMREZ . FESMER, REEMRHAGE
AN FENRZVHRFA RN N B T /KR
A T 4 8 AN LS s Z 5505 i, RETEK
AR PRS2 G0 PR Sl A I R T AR R AR
JZTH B EL k% (Xiong et al, 2016).
BT NAZ WA M R AR A AR /), B8] bt A
i (R VR FRORE I L X ARG 3 B AR ) 5 R A A
PR/t U U A &R 1Y) SR (Xiong et @, 2016).
IKAEFE R EZMRFEEMMEDENT I
—)eKAE RS RG 1 E LA RS 43 - Sogingé(2006)
P B 4T £ [X & (rare biosphere)” (142, BRI
B ITEREEYMNES. MEEYX REELS
PRI AR B2 25 M (— 573 i fe ) N AR -
W AR Tl o AR P 25 oo e o o AR 355 P 1 B A
&, FEP B PR A e B AR 36 T Rk R EEAEH (M
VLA, 2007; [ k&5, 2018); AR NAZFHLE 5] AH]
HH ELAR PR BEARAIG, (HLE 2 1 >R A P S T A
A7 RSB A IR A R ) K 48 EFE (Pysek &
Richardson, 2010).
IK A AR W) 4 8 W A% 48 T B AR T Y s BUR
AN AR (Shi et al, 2011; Weber & Pawlowski,
2013), Z7iE AR R, o e PR ok & il i)
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ok, HOR AR, X DA IR R H R K 1A
HHEYIX % (Gaand et a, 2009; Cheung et al, 2010) .
WAL, SRFE T AN S TS RHE 0 K AR AR )
YIRS e TAEF=2E TR . KRR s FI 21T
P 7K ST AR A A BURE: £ B8 AL 4 KK 3 (M cDonald,
2004; Jerde et al, 2011). ¥ SR AFAN 4 & S EUE &7
TEBRIG, 25 HERR 1) 7 25 % 7 3 B R 3 (Briski et al,
2011; Darling & Mahon, 2011). WL RBEHERK
B IHRE A, ANFAETE L B e S SR I 2 Kk
AR KARA; 3875 FRBEAE [F) — A3 SE i B T 28 2
R R A AR AL, AR PR e R TR IR A
(Briski et al, 2011; Darling & Mahon, 2011). _ifixX
SEIH B B T AT A K EN R YR % &
IHERA PSRRI 75 RS . = R
B, PR T — R BRI 7. FREEDNA-%
F T E ARG R B = R A A, EE
B, RN S E AN RAKAEN R R SRA )1 T A
(Zhan & Maclsaac, 2015; Xiong et al, 2016), &8 44
T & AT MR ) M D0 77 TR 34 W A, AT AR ORI N
i 5% (Zhan & Maclsaac, 2015; Xiong et al, 2016).
KRG MG T I EEDNA- % TR A 1 &
JETIFE . FEAYFAE KA KA YNGR FIA W 5
TR R N, BT T 12 AR R 1 S BR 4 5
e TRTRERIMR L T R, AR IEXHZEARTEAKAEN
A2 M U A0 e o ) S R kAT T R, JHEE
HKAEEMNR BB SRR S

2 IfED

2.1 IMEDNA-BERBERAEN

FF1EDNA (environmental DNA, eDNA)Z T8 H.
FEMNIRERE S (B an 38, R AKAR) HR R R
DNA, & AN [F] ) A ast B £ 34 58 of [ DNA 1 2
(Levy-Booth et al, 2007; Pietramellara et al, 2009). 7K
b A BEDNARL B A WA 28 ol B2 TR« PRV S48
G TR S R TR IR B8 A Y DNA TN B 48 T2 R4 5 R
JCEIFREEH JDNA (Taberlet et al, 2012; Rees et 4,
2014).

I EEDNA-Z SR TR HR T AR RAE A R
EINEREAR, XIFEAR T IR DNAEAT S, 2T
gy FRad 2 R T 51 00 2R 5L DNA 4T PCRY 1
Ml E I, K45 B 0K & A B RS s E
() 7 FBEAT EXT, B Skt e 91 B 28 9 T #4326

F7t(operational taxonomic units, OTUs) )& fi47 Eb
XF, 32 B[] B0 B BE A A 22 AN Bl (B 43 2R
BIG) TS H .
2.2 IMEDNA-Z&ERBEE AR XIS

AR M 00, 3 %o B s R S AR A ) 1) B
Do BEAR PRI AR S 7 5, S P R
PES ) W I EEAR P Tl R BARAE, FIARE RURIRIES]
VIRIRE R L B G S B AR R (R G I IR
SRR GRS A TR 4%, 2018) . 11X S ERE AR AR 6 )
X AR B SR B, EIE R = A R 4 bRl
PSR i e W E DG Y/ M i b e iy
T V& 2 R 225 ) 1) 325 788 A DT 5 T 1 0 00 5
T . RFRA AV X ZR B R ISR N2
PRI B KRB . B2 T I 5 DNA- 7 55 T A 1) e il
A& % B AT 7 R B R EPAN T I (1) FARId
SR 38 R0 3E FH 51 0 B S VR (2)mnE il
J B (0 A B R0 B S B AR S PR
221 ENPEESFIRICEREERE

e BRAE 2 10 o T AR 0 R R 5 T R R
TSI, 4 SR I R ARG YRR 2T
K. T hRic kR B DU R T THRHIE: A AR
LR ¥ 1) X S8 F SR e v F RS ) 519, 8 - PCRY™
By O X e B AR 2 R Bl N 2 RN R A
REWS A RX 7> AN AP (Zhan & Maclsaac, 2015; =
5, 2018). i LI FLAZ AW T bR i ik R AL AR 2k
RLAARYN it R CREALER Ll (COINFER . P4 ¢
fRIX(1TS). 2 hiik18S rRNAKEK . 28S rRNAKEH]
FILERI1AR16S rRNASE K45,

ANForFhRic L PR E G AN R, 5 AR R i
D AEP T LA BT 78 H 2R A ik . COLEER A
AL T PRAN Tl R LR ST I SR R AL, SR A TR
W Haesh). s A2 Y% (Bourlat et al,
2013; Leray et a, 2013; Zhou et al, 2013; AvO et 4,
2017). {HCOIHk: PRI P )3k 18 B2 25 Wt H R V& 7K1
()38 FH 51 P03 R AR K IR X (Zhan et al, 2014a). 7
ERRGH SRS 55 RIS AR REE
25 R AR DNA FETHE 2 b HoAth fi5 A6 3h 4018 10-2013%,
BT A — ST IDNA B 2 5, {6190 LT
XFCOIE R Bt H e 5 Vi & DNAFE & o A3y
HATA B WG E A 51, B S R Es
I RBEHATI U AN B & (Tang et a, 2012; Zhan
et a, 2014a) . 18S rRNAJE K177 S 7 X AT AR X H.
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FE AR B R0, 3 F TR SR 00 REBUE AR
¥)(Brannock et al, 2016). 16S rRNAZE X % | i 542
A = R 51 % (Bucklin et al, 2010). Zhan%
(2014a) EL#% 1 COI. 16S rRNAFI118S rRNAZE 7 T-Fx
0 [R5 V7 Ui 5h 1 A 15 DNA- %2 46 TR A BF 92 v (1) 22
Sl RILFFT H ECON G i ToiE B it e ot &= 1 PCR
FEY), IS B 18S rRNA LR AL Kif4:16S rRNA
BRI HEAT SR AR 78 LARTS B8 2 i p 5
222 SRBEBASIMEIT

i FH 51 T A1 DNA- 2 26 TS 4 AR B
() JE A, AR R 23 AT 2 SR T R T ) B Y
(Zhan & Maclsaac, 2015). 444 5| Wit st it — M DL
MNEE FH PR R R v S o R R A T A
W B AR T R DNAH T B 8 1, 2Bl 44
RKZH P AT R, 3 1 48 = ) Foh 7 55 2 (Zhan
& Maclsaac, 2015); = & B8 F 51 4 a7 B A e
FRAS, AT AT — X PCRY™ $8 B ] 58 i 5 T A 2R
DNA F BEUSCEE, kil &2 2 Ve AR = R Fh 2
At 7 {5 F)(Zhan et a, 2014a; Zhan & Maclsaac, 2015).

e R SV 3RAS B AN T 51 kA7 A 1
FIPEA AR (Leray, 2013; Zhan et al, 2013). 514
MR T T B — LR . SR AL REVR 20
HEYX REZHERE(Zhan et a, 20148). & Jc &%t
B —RBKCF 5 W S A e M R B R A,
A 2 A BT KT, X517 8 55 AIPCR
it 7] VE R RE . Leray &5 (2013) 75 AFF F2 K 2% i R}
Nectamia savayensis. <fi o £ Myripristis berndti /1
Sargocentron microstoma] B P &4, % COIJE A
Wit ToHBHGI Y, ERRUHEP X519
(mICOIlintF/jgHCO2198) bt 1% 4 FH 51 41 (L CO1490/
HCO2198) 7t J& AL s Wb 4 14 & 2 5 vy, Refg 3R 1S
BERIMMER . BJaEERIAEDIX R
Mo B ATHBNE 752 ARy, B e
DNAZ R IIABEVE A IIFAE R b, 2R
I FE P o PR 248 5o AR R T = 5 B At A2 ol ) e 5k
F . Zhan5(2014a) 73 1T T 1R K AEZS RGUFIE A
ARG IBIRET, BN TT H T A OM A /N T
rDNA (SSU) It = 73 %38 FH 51 4, dd i P bRidiont
FF 38 51 9 Uni18S/Uni 18SRT 14 7 1) % 4%
I RFEATINR, RIZE R REEN S, LLEATr
i TSRS N B AK AR I PCRY 1S 45
RN, WIEH S e] D5 LA KA

EVRBEEIY . JRAEEY) . B, B, Hy i
e PR )N b 50 ISR 2R AR
AR S 15, BAE D% T,
Hi %A $1100% (Zhan et al, 20144) .
223 EHMHFKEEER

= I M (reproducibility) $i [F] — 7 I E &~ FAT
ARTA] [F) I IR, A i A M R T SE
) 5 3245 b5 (Prosser, 2010; Zhou et &, 2011), Zhan%%
(2024c)Xf It ) AT T — FRABEIT, dl I 0 i
RAK PN A2 R GUVT e A VB E T ARG I 1) &5 SR gk AT
Eeie ot R B, R A539.8% (M) 136.4% (1% 7K)
OTUTE J LK B 53 Hp gl [R A 21, (H 5 3850 2B 4
S HA B2 R BE VA LU 3R B B (Zhan et al,
2014c). W FLIEINS I, AT B OTURY B L AR
TEFEOTU, X% 1005 7 41 i) OTU = I 4
A A %1 100%, 1 ¥ 4A (singletons, OTUH Y AL & —
AN 51 ) EE B M - 25% (Zhan et al, 2014c) . Tiff
FLIRINE , SEES & B B B AL IS AR 2 E PRI
MR, FEARERHLIE . DNAREUXZPCR
1 O e e, D% vy e R A S R
BT EEH) TS 98K E= R 467 515 (Zhan et al,
2014b, ¢; Zhan & Maclsaac, 2015).

P NAR TRt e 2 L MR I OG v B A0 )
o BEIREN B R S T ARG R R BT s R R
WG —E R B TR, HA 5%
R AR R AR R 2GR . B oAl
P bR RIS AR 45 A vk, BFE el I R B
PEEE IR N AR R RE e . 45 KRB, B
JEEE AR AR 2, SRR AR SRR R
TR IGIC FR, 18 M 45 BRI 2 25 KR AR FE AR
WIIXE 2 (18] 3 470 A A D JoT A e A ) R, i
FENG IX LA = 1 5 1 M B (Zhan et al, 2014b). fEB)
Fis i Hh 2% (species rarefaction curve) i] DL # i iff 5
DR BE, LE— 58 Y Y0 o8 B2 1R 388 o 2 6l 3 1
IOTUR 0 B, 2 52 A K 3= B2 OTU I A H
o WFAERESREHEXRRIFIRY, BAF
FIFFE 5K H R AR R IEA R, (EXAFRE
IONAHFEHE 7R A4, I 25005 A 5 AN e mT S 3 B A
YA A% 2 (Sun et al, 2015). JEAESR, B i
WP AR 454 TS PCRY™ 14 (PCR-free genome-skim-
ming) i) BB 2 SF AL BOR, AT LAk B T PCRY 1
i 1) P 35 S 040 0 A 1) A DL R VR A P AR R
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M LA M 25 ) 8, SRS EEE R, A
BB DL (R 4D R AR RV A P VR S R R g AT
E T J AR R B ) W (BE P PRAE, 2018). 38 A=)
8 5 0] DA AR BE ML S 80 R 22, R,
gE4 S0 FE A (DNATREL . PCRY™ 9 45) JH 188 il /v
TREE, VETHACEE JFUAKIRE AIOTURREE B, X 46
H R R A A K 1) 35 B (Zhan & Maclsaac, 2015).

3 IfEED

s TES

IEEDNA-Z SRS BOR DA s Ak AR BCAS 1
R T ST AR Z M. K
YO DI I DA S N AR s 055 7 T PR B FH (R 1) o
IKAELZ ZGENZ IO — AR Y
foAs HEA S AR R AR AN . RREERI T MK RE, 1E
X EEFR N AR P AR SR AR AR ) ) AR AR T
RIFHIRCR
31 EEFRANZHPAY LT

AR RS I ) B EAT R  0 BE AR A ) B
R tegl ), B s A EEDNA T2 &5 A H AR Fh
FE T DNA K - Wy 2 15 47 72 SEFR ) A i N AR
Ficetola%s (2008) % - 32 [H 4 it (Rana catesbeiana)
Cyt-bJ& PR B TH47 Ve 51 7, Wik [E 184 H 2R K 4k
I BIDNAFEARGATY 1Y, FFAEAL G T ARA 1)
TIE R DA B M, B DO PR EEDNA- % 5%
TERS AR 5] NN AZ W) s W 45 . PR 5EDNA 5 28
&L TR ROR IS A8 9 AR A= B Hes DU
TS AL T ) A ik e 23 (0] . Egan%s (2015) 45 &
B e 25 6B B E RE (LTS MM T A 7K A RPN
12 U12%: BEEP G DL (Dreissena bugensis) BT i D1
(D. polymorpha) [ A2 1E &t . H AT, XA
72 N F f# 4 (Cyprinus carpio; Tekahara et al,
2012) . #r P4 = Y 18 (Potamopyrgus antipodarum;
Goldberg etal, 2013). g [K J5i # 4 (Procambarus
clarkii; Tréguier et a, 2014). fi% i (Hypophthal-
michthys molitrix; Song et al, 2017)%: A\ 124
W, WA e, A, AT BRR%EE
AN12E SESMELL, FREFEDNA-Z A HA
AL M, B ORTAE S R B AR O 2R (S,

@© SATiK (2016) 5L DNA HA P E N R0 KR 2
WREETCRARE R 20 Ai. A28 S0, mrR, R

2016; #:H SI, 2016; AR ELE, 2018)%% )14
NZYIF NI - A RIS . B AR BEDNA-%
AR PIAWT R R, FoN A &2 0 5 i 2 4%
KA RGN 2 MR (R %5, 2019).
3.2 FEFMERNRFHAYHE

LHER R AR, X AEBAR N AR A 1 s
BB R B A 51, I LR R Rl 2
AR 4K IA 21 1 W0 TR H B (B F5 1R 5, 2016) .
Saunders (2005)38 i3 X N5 R IX 1 5 3 AH COl
S E A S Y, KIL T 3INARAAFET %
WX, BT e R . Zaiko55(20159)
XHUAT AN [FIE (8] R AR AR R AR K EA T R 4., SRR R
I EEDNA-Z R TR HE AR St o IR 8 H , 48
FHE BN AT AL . Thomsen%:(2016)f# 16
XF 51 P R T A 0 1550 N AR S, [ A ) 4%
NR S5, Emily%s(2016) % N5 K 22 T
F B OB AR DR AT 2 JE 4 e 23794
TSR, A 244V B 78 SN AR SR AR Tl
Hor 10RO 1 IRAE Z A XA S . ESERR R 1) MR
DAY BB 52 VIS I B NAZ AW AEAE, e LhsE
I AEMNERERL (e, 2018), AF) T e
BT TR R AR FE B 1 AH B (6 B i, N T
T R Ge ) EZ I T5 =0

4 IFED

VoS

R BEDNA- 7 5 TS ERTE K A NAZ P Fol
W I A R AR, (AR R 2 T H
BTEAEAE — 25 ) (1) o FRATTXF S 1% 3 A W
RORMR AT T 08, I v BUE B Fi e T g
(ARRTT R
4.1 IMEDNA-E R ARRERM

IAEEDNA M Ak = R s A 514 B
DUTRERf P FERRUEAL VRSO 8% . IR AR RETR
FIUHERZE . IREEDNAF A R AR 1) 3 11 25 R iE
ANH B (Zhan & Maclsaac, 2015; 584545, 2016)
S5 o) 80 A M 00 e 7 A AR 9 P R R B 7 A 5 R
AT S 000 2 SR 4 T i ek o
411 IEDNA-7ERER AR

FESEFRIE M AR, FAEDNA-ZE KRS H AR AT
EVRURIN RS R . IR R A 4R 30 46 52 Br b ST Y
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1B B ST AL BB R
- BFAMSRAE -
M ARZET5G . X519t (Il B4
Q) REE Sar;rlpirelst;ol‘l:i(;gon Gene selection Q)Y R
False positive errors om the & primer design ) St i
(1) Artificial contamination False negative errors
(2) High molecular sensitivity (1) Low resolution power
(2) Low amplification efficiency
B 5T = ﬁij'&]:ﬂ& \ 4 (3) Biased amplification
Error source: Cross contamination <] KEDN A 5| Yo i R R REE: RAREEREHESY
2 S Sample preparation & Primer validation Error source: Universial primers with low
(D FFRAEA I 2k A LR DNA oo & test sensitivity
(2) BRI SEBRBET AR W I I A GES .
Solutions: (DX REE R R BT 5
(1) Careful manipulation and the use Q)P R
of standard experimental protocols \ 2 BT B 1T 2 T =
(2) Good exprimental design and long-term PCRY™ 1 OARFESFFhriciE s | P& A
surveillance PCR amplication Solutions:
(1) Design specific primers
N (2) Two-step strategy
g%ﬁﬁ: 1%%?& b v (3) Detailed tests on primers
ITOT Source: lag switching O (4) Multiple sets of primers
. R R
%)ﬁ%‘i'&PCREE | High-throughput sequencing RZET: %35J§0TUE4J§2UI'"]
Qe — M A BT Error source: The influence of low
QB EERERM ! R abundance OTUs
(HIER 515 Mul R bR S B 24T )YIFh ﬁjﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁm(SOM)
o (RCHB BUAL B P 58 B ) QXHEAFI A5 |9
(1) Do PCR rephcate-s ) QB AR R R GYRII R B
?2) Incorporate? negative controls in all steps Bioinformation analysis: Solutions:
(3) Use matching tags . (1) Data processing (Sequence quality control) (1) Use species occupancy models (SOM)
(4) Both forward & reverse primers should (2) OTU clustering and DNA annotation (2) Use blocking primers for dominant species

be tagged

WRER: BEEATE

Error source: Poor reference libraries
A

()EBESHE

Q£ T ME

Solutions:

(1) Enlarging reference libraries

(2) Large-scale collaboration

(3) Deep sequencing

SR SEAEETS X
ST | Rle.tf)erepce > Sc?quencgs alignment
Poor reference libraries 10raries ' in public database
NEF YR E

Invasive species identification

Y

HRANB SR BT R R
Analysing of community diversity,
composition and phylogeny, then proposing
solutions for invaded area

TR B uBss (R )
Error source: Sequence filtering
(Sequence quality control)

ARTES

(D) EHXT IR P AT AT
QB PERFE Y
GYRIEH G B FH
Solutions:

(1) Use OTU-free strategy (i.e., use raw
data to do BLAST)

(2) Designing new primers with high
taxonomic resolution

(3) Development of new robust
bioinformatic pipelines

1 ETIEDNA-REMBEARKKENERENRREN SMERARNFNEEEB R TR R
Fig. 1 A summary of error sources and possible solutions for both false positive and fal se negative errors when using environmental

DNA-metabarcoding methods for early detection and warning of aquatic invasive species

RS, IR IR IR . SAEIDNARE A+
R LB R AL 6 2R B 0 B2 5 o I SEAAE I A,
AR 3, HRIBIVESE R . 1R N AR
Tl FR) 5 BB R R SR AL N T, Xof bk AR il B 341
WG B 1 IR 23 TARC i BO PR,
P G103 R BB I S v B I v DA
L PCRI i [ 12 2 3 B0 Y B R ) B S A

F7 50 03 9% 0 AR AR AR KRR P A2 h 20 1 A
A BB GG BRI o R FF R AR R T A A

Bty B A A ALRE 1) 7 81 4 4y B [F] —ANOTU, A
REfS NP Fh B Ry 25 P . FREEDNA-Z: 56 %05
U SE MR S R FHREAR B R IR R . AN
(R R B B AE AN ) 43 2R B o0 R R AL AR F b %
s . O BRI, COISERTE 2 AN [H] J& 18 1)
I3 W FIAK (Keskin & Atar, 2013; Deagle et d,
2014) . Zhan% (2014a) % F SSU % [K Wf 5t T SSU
VA-VOX AT NAZ WD R B I) or FRRE ), AR
B L 43 7% S AE I WU 1) 28 ] 35 1Tk B 5 3 PR K
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S il i, 7E 3% RS B A (Ciona) A — BL i 49 )&
(Didemnum) ) i b i 18] 22 57 0K 5%, (H AR 2R
FEIA) () 7 R AEAE — 8 22 5, (E4U 38 )& (Botry-
I 0i des) 11 2 ¥ 4 J& (Botryl lus) 25 ¥ % Ja v it 7] 22 5
ANF1% (Zhan et al, 2014a) . H1 TS [ A kA b 3
TAEZSE, T H AT KA R B = % ok R 1R
FERIRE TR, MOHE LAFR 8 % W 8] 22 S A T b oK T 22
ST RS TOVEX A I DL, X SR 5T
TEEBEAE D TARC SRR, XFKAE AR & 281
HEALH FE AN 2 R R FE A IR TR, JFTEIE FH 1A
G PRI T T A S

13RI P 5 DNA 1) =A% T PCRBE % 16 1 3]
(BB T, H bRl DU R . ok, B
DNA TE 78 % 7K 1A% 12 18 114 A 455 o 1 5 BB L e A i
INFB, B B O 2 0 T B R g . IR
FRBEAE A A X 1) 2 SRR A IR K ZE
T, AAE BRI PCRITFE 78 51 M 45 & B s
KA TR TR FE AR TC, 36 RS BR AT LAY 3 [ 3R 5
DNA B AR T4 )1 (Xiong et al, 2016). 1= R
JE (7388 51 40 (s P AT s 00 ) A s i A 2.3
x 10706 ERRIF, RS, 4 NR R A RIR
FIXAN BRE TG B AT 2 BB A 45 SR (Zhan et dl,
2014c).

PCRIK) i [7] P4 2 3 BUIC = B RIS 3G P M ) £
i ER, XA FBURTEDART B A& PR 1
5 R (W45, 2016). PCRR 1] 1 2 FAS [F) R )
PR I [E 4 2 7 (Polz & Cavanaugh, 1998), Bk
B WA AR B RGBT B R
(Suzuki & Giovannoni, 1996)it B . [F—4k &
BAR DNA B3 S8 R I E A 2 7, WIGCHE A &
B SR AEAS AN R RO 51 0 2k A RE T A [F)
3R T BPCRY 1Y AU 1) % 7 (Bellemain et al,
2010; Engelbrektson et al, 2010). 446 PCREEHLY 1
g SR ) e, A5 B AT G ¥ v s ) B 20 A 1 iR 4
FAXTERE, SRR, O NIRRT H RS .

PCRH™ 44 1) ff [7] 14 m 3@ ik A Wi 8 A 37 38 2% 1F
(BFEPEAREI & & S B IR & ek A T
&M IR KGR ) R LA . Ak, TERER SR
SR AT R 2EL S5 R TR A DL R B A B AR B v
F151 4, ]k A b 2 DNA Y 1 (Boessenkool
eta, 2012). [FE}, Al@EPCREE, 141K H
HAPCRYT L & ¥ 155 5 M (Davey et a, 2014);

B D RS [EPCREE —# ¥ g my, T
18S rRNA%E 73 1 bric 2k IR B rHf8 A o E A 1 5l
Yy, MR R 2 BT Y Y, R
I M A B BTH R e 1 9 I 5] P S IO = B2
FAFRARTI, P PTIA B R S H o

Bl & IR DNA-Z 56 TR AR R &, 2T A
A 43 Fric 2= R DR 53 X BT () 22 00 id F 51 e & A
FE 4 22 26 TS B A T o B 3047 B8 4 T A B @
A2 B[R 5 8 15 B MR BCA B A, 4T H1I%T
EERN 22 5 0 8 5 S5 R N A, i ey 1 (R BH Ak 22 A0
WIS AS o B — AR 2R AR 2 R R A R, R
PCR-freefi R (WIDNAF 3% Sk 7 55) 5 77
TPCRY™ M4, # 4 7 PCRII AN — RFIH R, 14
REIRE . B T VPSR o, 38 HE b R A
Y Fh A () Ze i AR DNA B2 R VPG S M AR 2 )
BAEX L, R—Fh W%, BIAPCR-freekt
VNG BEER T T S EK, (IR TR R
K B DNA- 7 56 T A5 5 RS2 4 1 3 1 K e J7 1)
(Zhou et a, 2013),

W JE — BBV EYE B 5 50 8 07 1A
For A R AMAFAE R R RE R o %o Ji G 50 30 A T 000 DB A
(FEEG)FERES, KREF I ERE R
B bEn] kg AN (artifacts, PCREI 4 iR
SEET A B A, ARG R AR 5 DR R IR R
WL SEARAE IR AR Fh . LSS T WA Al
SIS FR AR T A I N R W — L R
EFLN AR A . OTUZRIE 73t B AR R SEBILE K
AR IE ) JE R oy 1) R, AR 2 P AR AR TR B T 4
o H AR AR DL B A AR X e H TR X ) )
TERARERAE T, X A — AR AN FE R L0 77
%, ERFRBEITERHAAR KR A
RAEVHHIAIRKEZSS . AUFARRFEETE KT
KT A 2 738 S5 Jea& s, P ppes: th 22 5
fR/N(Kunin et al, 2010; Tedersoo et al, 2010). (HHE £
BEFE R W], 751 F AR R OTU i 5 4k (single-
tons). 44 (doubletons) F1 =14 (tripl etons) /& #£ 7%
FLSEAFAE IR A A (Kauserud et al, 2012; Zhan et al,
2013) . X &8 i) L R AE EHON AR E B R IE B S
Ja BAR B R AL BE A BT HR HH T T e K

@ k5% (2017) FET DNA %S5 TEAS AR I I i i R TE
LRI 7T, Al 2208, B R K2, FE L.
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Al LB 2, FEANRRI, NRPF AL T
FE IR, DR ARG 3= B2 A 11 s 888 M O AN ] 2 s
B FEFHI LR R, B0 50 B T E o AT RE A
JB) K #5437 A E5 A2 Ak o B M v 1 A1 ATOTU AT L
REAREEFR R TR, o
KB 7 5k 2 A8 FH OTU-freeft) 5 v2: B3 LU ot R 4G 7
H, ZITIEAER AT TR R A S 8L
EER. FEIT K. B A BEDNA-Z 5K TR H AR
AWK, 2 AT R L T4 nT LA R X 4
H ) EL A AT, AR HB A 1 0 7 AR B 3 80
BHRRR . — /N R ik R e ) Y
ST SR b AT AR o 485 7Y (Species Occupancy
Model, SOM; MacK enzie et al, 2002) it i il 45 5
W Fh SRR 25 8] 5 5 % (occupancy  rate)ff N TF
oS FP AR A B — A BE EAR AR (ZE 8055, 2013). X
AR WK, SOMAR Y HE Al 50 H e 2 4 A Bk
X3 H brPfl 5 A NESE, B B Arth . HAR
VIFTEAR R A4k FhEEsh &AL TR
FEE TP AL A (1) M (O FEBR S5, 2017) . 38 0 2R 4%
HE Rt — DI ST B R R4S 26, Ficetola
5 (2015) £ WORR AR FF AN REAE o KT, XA
Oy RBEREAT I R8N UL B A EE, B
B URBLIHE 22 9 SOMAE Y [ HERff I AL T PR . 3
WA SR T/ &A@ RN &
K TG B 6T S8 o n] B AE AR (1 [ AT b 7 F
5, SRR AR IR A T AR K B
4.1.2 IFEEDNA-RFIAD AR ERBAME

FEGETH A BN AT RS 5 4 R L 12 52 To AU,

WAL T A" R . TE RPN, 1Y 4
R TR H T R i IR AN R T
B A B R A I A AR R R, R AiE e AN
NE T RARPH S 5, & A I I HIIR 57
A XGPSy TR H A %I % BB 3=
FR K. BRI, 76 5 202 7 JE K 4
145N AT R DR AR TS e, 5 B 71.8%, TR
R 2H 35 e 7 A BT o b B 2 ik 64% (Sch-

mieder & Edwards, 2011). it B8 X5 4L R AR £,

F AL FE R AL AR SRR A 15 Gy DL R SRS B
R AR Y5 e s . PCRY G I AS AT i 5 2>
FE 1 S VR XU (K anagawa, 2003). ##% 14(Odelberg et
al, 1995)Jf /™~ A FEHLIERT 1%, IX LEPCREE K™ 411
Ko 2 tH IR BE PR 25 R R R 2 — o hAh, £ T

BRSNS K EPATREARHATAR DS, PCR™Y)
FRRT B2 B A BR 25 EL e (tag switching, B T4
FHAREAS T SR J) I GARRAE S5 G ) TR A8
TER AR RS T, 70 20 AR [R] i  Bl  tt
PO R R GEiR 22, TR AT AR BRI 8 3 75 5 41
AN — B F A5 LA 2% [F] — #LIRPCRY ™ 18 7
WIAT AT EH 0, 8 AR AN [F) R 1 7
FIBEAT X 3, 310053 S BEAT 17 5 496 AN AR Ak 2 22
VIR o X PR A A7 TE — SeyB E ), 3 n A
A M2 FEAFAE D H oy K& EARZERI 5T,
TRAEA 2 S EPCR= W fa & L T B AEFR 2 519
P ML B A T A b X e BT R
Ty T, FEUT IR I RS X5
e, RANAEE R (Carlsen et d, 2012).

S0 A S A B R R AR R AR 2 L e i)
NG R i BeAb, W D R f bR
25 [R5 1E ) A0S ) 5| AT A, e S A LR
FEA AR5 11 5 42 4 il (Carlsen et al, 2012). &
FOVEH AR R B XS IR, BE AT DA RGIRZE, X
A BN TR (R S, X2 R R W
75 g% EAR A DLBE G, (H 2 48 75 PCRF™ 91 (1) R A7 1)
(6] A A AR AL T VR R AT TSR AE, W DATE
— EFEE L YERFPCRI™ W) (1) 56 BEVE I FRAR TS Yty R
ip- Al
42 PMSEHIRERTEMS

FIJ I 3R 5 DNA- 7 26 U i R 3EAT M) Fil 45 2
B A B B 7 A1 S 2 R bt B A
Uk, S 50005 P 1) S RN R B LA U T I8 A
BEDNA- 7 2 TE A AR AT PP 4 28 I AT SE 1 (W1
1, 2017). ESRIEAERSHHR FE A E B K
1R, GenBank. Barcode of Life (BOL D)%% /A F: i
FEWSRE T Ok EEE, BARRX AR AES RS, WKAE
AR RGRF MR E D . BIRFENATEEEHE K
1) I B DNA- 72 26 T 65 £ 48 AN e 15 21 1F w1  B
TR KBRS T N2 P H #6 . Zhan%¥ (20144)
(R FE R B, AN K 2 KW A8 U IR B s USSR 1)
U A VD BETE R AR B L I8 2 345 19 3534
OTUH, 4 DLAHALLE 99% L & I, 45 32/~(9.1%)
550 FEHH B s T P AUARDE IS 55— 5T,
B ASE i WA SR 7 500 e P B, ER T A3 2 A
T, WO RER AR o0, hAh, X
JE SR () B dE 22 I COLAIT16S rRNAZEH WL 7 1
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FRICIED AP 51 J7 B, T HAt 7 7R e 2 A £k
b, A2 5 S IRV AR AL P2 A v PR A 5
ANBET AL 7 o Bt PEYSCR A AR A BR B A i
KB 5 B+ W 70 s id 2, (45
SRR PE EARNE.

It 5 A 5 DNA- 2 5% TS BOR ) v R e, 1t
FrA AR 1 A TS he R TR 5 36, TekEN
PIRERESR AL 7 35 B X T3 N R
M5, T2 7 B 02 PR B DR Bt o i) 7t
INEERS e

5 R

A NAR T B BB A A BRIV T K A A %
FEVE, TR R R ICA R DR 16 M, Bk =
YA S A oH 2 DA S R 3 5 T W A T 55 K 4
HEIDNA-Z AR AR B mnl & R EUE.
RIS, NKAEESRENR LD
LY U R G LR T 2R

BEE Dy BRI EE— DR R, B =AM PR
THERTIAE, B 700 (B 7 7 SERH R . 48
KA 50N 7 BOREE) CIZHT O HhE # . 55 =4
I e 5 AAE U0 A T2 R A A A1 77 T A KR P i
[ ol s i b S QNS S Y E s L)
MHARIAH BRI TE . 55— AU A FAH
b, SR I R 0 5 = AR PP B R e /5 AT
PCRY™ 14, 7] LU T PCRY 1 i 7 1 1) 17 8, A 15
FE AN EER 73 i 4B I OTU SRR I T ik, XK TS
JE EdR e tHAER R . DRIk, FE 0 45 5 = ANy
BARMS, A EDNA-Z S5 HORAE K AN
PR R FUE S A T IR, 24 A A% R
HREIIA o

Hey 3 56 35 1) 0 b DNA 5% T2 A5 ) s HE B0 P B
YoktfE B @ SL BRI I EAN - G 2 A
5 DNA- T 5 TS B AT NAR W ol 4 5 1) 4
fitte AEMVME BER MR R AT B T M BEDNA-Z 5%
TR B ARG B SN R 2% 2 AR 1) B AR Sk AF AN i 2
A, S I R, A I AR AR B K Y
PIASCLHET N 855E, 2013). FAEEDNA-E % TE
R AT DA i R M 5 5 T 2 M NAR IR DX, A
P S0 M 00 A0 R b A ) DS ) AN Je T
e, NRENR AV Rk IAS % STk TAR TR it
PEIEAHANBAS R o ZBRITR R HES BN AR

LTI DN — AR, R 2
DRI L 0 1 DT RR o

B3
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Therole of model animalsin the study of symbiotic microorganisms

Yagian Xiao®, Chuan Liu? Liang Xiao®
1 College of Water Sciences, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875
2 BGI-Shenzhen, Shenzhen, Guangdong 518000

Abstract: Symbiotic microorganisms colonize external or internal surfaces of a host depending on
environmental factors, and may supply the host with special functions. More and more researchers have
proven that symbiotic gut microorganisms are related to a diverse range of physiological functions of a host
including immunity, nutrition, metabolism and even mental health. Thus, gut microorganisms comprise an
important “microbial organ” in humans. Since the early days of microbiota research, animal models have
been used frequently for their microbiota, contributing greatly to new research in this field. This review
provides an overview of animals used as models in symbiotic microorganism studies, including zebrafish
(Danio rerio), mice (Mus musculus), pigs (Sus scrofa domesticus), and monkeys (Macaca mulatta). We
provide insight into the development and characteristics of these model animals, highlighting the advantages
and disadvantages of each model, as well as any outstanding scientific achievements based on their use. We
also note that honey bee (Apis), fruit fly (Drosophila) and nematode (Caenorhabditis elegans) models are
emerging as more prevalent in recent gut microbiota studies. This paper will contribute to better
understanding the similarities and differences between the microbiota of model animals and humans, while
providing useful information for effectively implementing these animal modelsin future research.

K ey words: symbiotic microorganisms; host; animal models; gut microbiota
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A RAEE BGOSR EWRIL T, ERREAEH
S A2 0], S R E L ZE N AN K 2
S M . AR REFEFATIM B Sy, X — At
FLAR TG 2 [ A R A A5 NEUE B
PEVIST, FEACTE bR AR AR R AR AE AR IR
BT T8 BRSPS AR, N AR I i e 5 B 1, 491
WIRRG I, SRR 70 Fr e B 0 . Bk 2z oF,
ML MR E, NIRRT R, R AEF
JE KM B AL 205 BeAh, TP AT e s il 3t —
NHFERIBC AR G &R, A0 2 B A% 2 Fix HL 5 AR
L SR ER . R RSN RS 7% R G AT AR RS
53 )8, AEATY SR e DA B ML R A % A Ak
% R4 2 (B A EAE H (Paigen, 2003). Kk, W5
FATTH B — A E SR B RN ARAE it 5
TR

BRI TR ZREPGE ., TR R HFE
T3, 315N RO A B (1) L 3 P AT Ak
o FH, PDRIEA —DAE BRI A
ffo RE198L4, 55— HUARHE RN B 7E S50 =5 (1 e
A, BB T AV EEER SRS N BB HE R
QARG G, bR &GN AL AT 7y T KF B
RE T —IA T T E . T/ R 5 A %10
FHRMERE AR R4S T BN A M HE AR . K
5, BEF/NRIEAS MR ZROTRL 21
£ 3% (Paigen, 2003), AR T — AN E ZR 1%
R, RS 5T # R A T v S IRV R

TR KM FE T, 19 AR e R K2R
BN AIAE S /)y BRAH S 1R i 147 25 30 4 35 DR g A s
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7£9,000 /1 FHi i T4 43 168" (Lucas et a, 2018),
H & 1 3 R 214754 85% LA L i AH LU (Church et
a, 2009). 1M A ATt &KL, ARV RAERE A
T SR N 2% AR AE S FE R AR ~F P (Cheng et dl,
2014). LB E, fEAMRIIRERT 5 4, N A
J& AR TR A4 M S 36 (1 — PRI AL F B . A IE 4N e
TEEYHE e ki AR, Rk eflS5mE
EIRROLE VIR . & IR B 708 AT AR Fgt
FEUG I I8 AR TS S SR TR, B7E20
=, WA, CEF MR RIRREER
Z4¥)(Najjar, 1943; Hosp, 1945), i/t % (Emerson et
al, 1945; Smith et al, 1945), DL S5 5E X & (Friedman,
1936) A1 fiz 16 41 B 8] 11 56 F 3 LS RfF 98 40 7E BR S
R EIFRE . WIET PR, 201H 20 804E A /)N R i A% 2%
PP R R, FEAE T BRI AE R e N TR AR
W/ N AR T B B3 7 AR AT
AR+ fa, m 0 738 AT 46 7 16SH;
RIRZ/N BB B AR, 50 e ks e b
HEATY B . WFF(Snel et a, 1995), ifidE-F/NATA
TEFE DRI R e si o A% 75 T O ARABA T, 18 350 i
PR 2 [A) PR AH B A AR ol 7 F T AT I G TR
Ao I T B SRR /N R L, B AT R IR
/N R A B AL T RE SR B, 7 EE AIE 4N e
fAFLEBry et al, 1996), JiE 40 & Fl1E A £ 2 [A]
BRI LR, “FHEEm, et
B ) Re A FUAHT IR 9T TR B IE R SR T AE T
At (Hooper & Gordon, 2001). i L /)N iR (germ free
mice) A5 1t 7 i i 2R it e b R 45 T R A,
SR AT i T A 0T i A R AR i o A g T R R
Mt T4 1 HIEdE (Rabot et al, 2010; Grover &
Kashyap, 2014; Baothman et al, 2016; Kibeck et al,
2016).

S /N BRAR Y AE 25 SR 2 0 T i R A5 S T
ATERIIER, HEEET ) Z IR, MM
SRR T RSN A B 1) — L JR BR Y . o i A
w, NHUNEAE B SR 7 S 2 EAEE s
FERIR S . (HBA R AR, 76/ RIEE 4,
BRI — - (5 R 7 85 A A m R TE N BRI A
HAR B RIVR T H1, FE ELRE R 1) R Rk 1 DL TEX
AT A AFE 5 K 22 57 (Cheng et al, 2014). TMi7E
J TE T A PRIt S A, R AL ) R R FE AR AE . 7E
THALTE R AR BREE R b, N R AR AR — 222

Hord 5 R AN [R) 3t A2 7 /) BRIV A TE A7 A — A
A H (forestomach), A Jii A4 1) % Ak 5 X 1) T 1F
WHEMHLR, FFHES T EANEEM23, HAEHE
T K% 17 (Ghoshal & Bal, 1989). X 1 [ 45 14
Z 5 FECT AR R AR, A TR,
FELET /N BT AL TE i 21 QAT 1 (Lactobacillus
reuteri) FLE N 4018 A & 30 () [R) b 4 B A 25 DRl 40
A EERKZE R (Frese et d, 2011)

bE & s =T EOR I R R, W FLE 4145 LAk
ZIN SR NT B T8 248 B A R AT IR N R B FE A B o
TEITKP B, =38 BB S AL, SR
AEEER 129 H P Fh(Ley et al, 2006; Rawls et
al, 2006). {H 5 ZyE )72, WA w1 7E /N R iE
HOETEE %, TAE N i oD WL, RAE B D
EAF{E(Bik et al, 2006). th4h, A —ZREARER
Yk I3 A 2R AT (segmented filamentous bacteria,
SFB). M4 & Bk 2 R IE 5 [E A 4 % & St (innate
immune system) ") ji 4% U1 AH 5 (Suzuki et al, 2004;
Gaboriau-Routhiau et al, 2009; lvanov et al, 2009),
WAL /N BRI O H W, B LR A RS
(1) it R IR

T DR HASE /)N BR i T A A 1) % ik DR 4L A 92
T )N B 1 4 R 2GR AT T IR AN AT (Xiao et
a, 2015), I 5 CHkiER A ZIEAE 511 (Qin et a,
2010)3H4T T g, 7E @60 %L di i g b, 75/
BRI s v R AR E A 254, HEFEESAA
[l fEREMRERTTH, —HERERNER, H
A% A ) B DAL R B A AE T 38 R P R R AR
A4, (AE/ERENZ, RE/DRMALRHiE
PREAEY A AN BN 22 /e K, HAEDIREZ A A
AR AR, 2 =T R I 80% 1) R R T
ft. HATALL, CAEEIT1,5008k7 & B A gGiE 4
T AR T IR AT 72 (Rajilic-Stojanovic & de Vos,
2014; Lagier et a, 2016), ifij R A 1008k 7 47 2K H /I
B T8 1) 48 B 4> & H oK (Lagkouvardos et al,
2016). Xf T/ R mE AT, IEE IR 2 TAE
B

INERAE NI T RO O B 5, X 2w
Bt iz AT R SEIR B A SR R . S IR, 4
FATHE /N BN T 1 7 5 DR A A g, Ay — 4
EAE RS Tk, /R A IE A 57
JTE T A DA T T AR AE S R I 22 57, FEHE /N BRLSE



% 5 4

MR A BB S AR A It 7 b B E 509

WA S5 IR M N ARSI, X822 5 7 BEOQTE
TR /N AT, E i/ T BTN B 7E i
WAESTT I ZE S, WU ITRRIR T N B iE
HERARRE T /D RN iE KB4 88% 1) N4
T AT LAE TS /) BT i T 52 B (Turnbaugh et @,
2009) - [MiX— AR B 44 KN AT DUE R AR

(IR B B T 7% (Ley et al, 2005; Geurts et al, 2011;

Wang et al, 2017), iESE J iiE WS AR 2
EFRK R HFBEERME, 76/ ERELN
NERSREG I FE AR AR TN BRI TE AR S 1)
SRR A R, SR AT e R 38 5 24 1) S 6 45
FEFELLAENLT, B HEHMSE, 2S8R AN]
WLEE (1) HELe R R 58 AV 2R, (RIS I s i L 2 L
BETY 5HILE K (Friswell et al, 2010; Verbeke et al,
2015; Xiao et al, 2015). X AFFAG]E AATHEZ
IR 0 A L /) SRABEZRY B i 0 20058 E8 D ) 7

KEAER /N5, BN ERAE % B AR
ARG RN, TERAR A AT AR B S 2 FREEAS I
ANER, AEEDN 3 PR AFR B, JCARE s R AL ER S B
B, WA BT E N SD (Sprague-Dawley) A K )
o T AE R EHEAT TS, BN AN KRR
MBI BAR AT T, RILKRS A2
Vi) 2H 2 1) i 3 o A= ) 5 R 50 o R T i DR e o
B =T/ B (Pan et al, 2018).
1.3 ¥&(Sus scrofa domesticus)t&E & F1%54& (M acaca
mul atta) & &Y

BT _FIR BT RN, SRR AL
FLAYBAEIR Z B F 0 g E B . Sebr
F, EANKEENEBYRIELZ —, RTHEASH
B hE IR AP AR G ) R L2 ORI ST E AT
R F/NREBL, B IR FA IR IR TE
FEHE R FE IR MIMELR . F7E19364F,
BOAA T R T REEEAR A SR IE (Glimstedt,
1936), B J5 IR 58 R 4 AN i 38 Tl A Pk AT
TIE, RBEAESEN . PR R EEE T, FRsLt
/N BR 5 T N1 i (Hil debrand et al, 2012; Xiao
et a, 2016), It HIETHIL R &7 TH, MR
Z A AL AERVNBSZh DR LG, S8R B
BT LERIE 8N FH P oK 1) 1) LT T 4R AN B
BT R BYE K, 0 g Hh SR R AR AR R
Y LURFE S iz Lo /N B Zh D BB, X LR 2
PR 7 AR TR e FH YR . (B AR AR R ) 2

DT IBEHEARNRRE, PFRENCETFEE X
NFEAT S P R, DLRF A RIS L R A
i) 7 K (Sachs & Galli, 2009), i H: bt fu45 /N A,
(Cyranoski, 2015), ixX Ff 1) # 4 I A7 4E — 7 1 [
A, AEAR B 48 /N TCBEfR B T AE NI T B
) — AN B ]

VE RN NN BT I R KW, 7 ke
ORI IR Z ) . TEBR 2GR T rh, AR, ]
W5 4E N R K:2¥(nonhuman primates, NHPs)Zh41
FRLM) FERIF R T E KTk MR ATE
Jir i 5 B DR A v 1 o2 R B e, LT R AR T U
ST AR PR BR T SSER T giE
A R2 i (Angelakis et al, 2016; Harris et al,
2016; Zevin et a, 2017). @i N 7iE A S HLE,
WA SIESE T A H M (Pygathrix nemaeus) . £2E 1],
M (Alouatta palliata). & % ¥#(Macaca fascicularis)
T iy 38 T AR ) 4 RR b 25 v i — B0 (Clayton et dl,
2016; Li et al, 2018). SAEBA —4F, MRAHAY 1) 5 H
157 30 R R B R SCA (I 2, M UG /N L B
BERMUBEAE . I H AR W 7 4R0E, 2895 KINHPs
i S A 5 B AR AS AR AR K 2 57 (Clayton et
a, 2016), X ST BT A AL B TE N T
] £HLAJF 0 By S [ T i 7 i 8 ] — SR B ),
AR MR BT, PREE R R AR AR 2 i g iE A S
(1) 25 5, AT Rei B S 56 4 3 1 AN A2 (Stappenbeck
& Virgin, 2016), X2 1EX sh I N FH T 7 R A
AR N 2 Y [P T TN b L e R GIE =2
BRI R, X R RS E N

5 G (1) I R 5 A2 P 9 3 2 O it — g Ji
A N s I VE e e 7
FEAR BT, AATEE 0] DU X e PR 5 A (0 A A=
VIRETE AT . BUAE A TR, NARILAERE
VI Z P Z P4 . B R E AR, BT
“ R 2R AR IR, (HEEL S FLH . BE5
W A g RE, BLAE B IR KA AR (Wallace
et a, 2010; de Clercq et al, 2016). 05 75 4E A4 ZHE K
(Kau et al, 2011). HLPUJK )5 B (Abt & Pamer, 2014).
15 E VTR A IR AR (Wahlstrom et al, 2016).
P25 4% (Round & Mazmanian, 2009; Belkaid & Hand,
2014). RGP U (Buffie et al, 2015), H&
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6 F47 N1 (Dinan et a, 2015). K45 A A
FRZ A VIBC &, (645 DAL A AR o 2 5T
X G B 2 5 O T ISR A AR R
TER BN A FW R R T, S B E AT
BRI 7 T H, BRI B AT E A . anwl i
iR, WFEAIARZ AR Fiorik, Kk
RN FH 381 22 b AR Sl A= 4 (3 2 i 2 ) )
Fod, AT T ARZ BB U, Ko — g5
PR T AT/ w1 . ke, B
NYNIE B T DTk (FME AR R 2,
155 BY ) 0 (1) A R e 2 A A — S8 ] i) 2 A
WHE, L2 T elASGHmEcN TR E . s
MTEREREAT RSB ORI R W 2805 . B A
HAE AR BN . ASCERR T — 288 WAL 3 4)
T 7 B DR 2H A (R e A O, DA S AR A5 7 ) 1) R
Ak sl S2br b, BRI IS EA BT &,
AW B % AR A Bl 1 T U I AR
Ay T 2 ARSI BB — 01, F i (Apis)
Wi AR B O G T W5 I B (Cox-Foster et
a, 2007),  HEWEAE R — P H A B
&2 N AEAT 9 KON N D e 7 T RIE AT
(Menzel, 2012). % fiz il b BF 5 A O T BR, BCHH
AR FRAH LR BB ok i B G 44, X eAR 4y
A RTH FN T A A i 92 24 (Engel et
a, 2016). [FIAEHE, AR Yo A AR B
B )3z I AE 3 A 2 55 22 A 40U ) A 7T P (Adams
et a, 2000; Reiter et a, 2001; Valente et a, 2004;
Lloyd & Taylor, 2010), HLAF 70 & 413E Tz ki 04
VIt gt 7 2 i 8 (Pandey & Nichols, 2011),
A 45 — AURE PR Jp AR Y (Alvarez-Rendon et al, 2018),
AR B 22 (1) 2 T SR w1 ok AR S T (Clark et al,
2015; Leftwich et al, 2018; Obadia et al, 2018) 2 iz~
5 AR RN AR B . TR A B . SRR AT
£ 1 (Caenorhabditis elegans)/F A — it £ it () 5 5
A, A A R A HOR, X R 58 s
B, 28, AT, BRIk
2R IIX —HF R, WIS T W TE A R s R AR 4
mAEmRE, WA 7R BE R (Han et d,
2017). WA, 2 Huib i B T 5 i TE T AR ) AE e
17 A F (Garcia-Gonzélez et al, 2017; Scott et
a, 2017), I 1 HAE e i XA A & IX
—EONUE T R EEEA . SUER, RSN

REENERIE, KaE . SESRERHEARNH
L, AWESREATA TR 2 kR WU, 3t
TR AT TR R BT Y L BT BOAR I Y Bt
NAFTHIBT B

SE 3k
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A new per spective on landscape impact in bee populations: Considering
the bee gut microbiome
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Abstract: Pollinator bees are providers of an important ecosystem service, and their survival relies
completely on the landscape. Now with the landscape dominated by agriculture, bee diversity has been
significantly reduced. Studies suggest that bee populations decline as agricultural land-use increases due to
increased exposure to detrimental pesticides. Further, the protein content of pollen is highly important for the
growth and development of a bee, and different landscapes provide distinct sources of nutrition. Although
many studies have demonstrated the apparent impacts of landscape change on the population dynamics and
individual survival of the bees, the underpinning mechanisms remain largely unknown. On the other hand, an
increasing body of literature has shown that bee gut symbionts are of great importance to the health of the
host bees in absorbing nutrients and resisting pathogens. When foraging, pollinator bees are exposed to
particular microbes from pollen and nectar which have been suggested to be a source of some bee gut
symbionts and could be either probiotics or pathogens. Together with landscape-related nutrition and
pesticides, environmental microbes have been reported to affect bee microbiomes significantly. A number of
pilot studies suggest that landscape change could affect bee microbiota, thereby influencing host health. An
important linkage, however, is missing between environmental microbiota, especialy those associated with
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the flowers, and that of the bee gut in a changing habitat. It is worth exploring how gut microbiomes respond
to landscape changes. This will hopefully help us identify landscape types that are friendly to bees, so proper

land-use can be implemented to protect the bees.

Key words:. landscape; bees; gut microbiome; pesticide; pollen nutrition; environmental microbes
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et a, 2015; Crall et a, 2018), ‘1R Al it & i v 77
BRI 19 Tt 47 A 1iE (colony collapse disorder, CCD)
() Jii X 2 — (Oldroyd, 2007; Goulson et al, 2015;
Steinhauer et a, 2018).

AR5 SO PR AH 5C 1) PR 22 B S 52 1) o 2 0
EHAEHHLH] A B ORI 2 FIF 78 B i
PR 51 A R R B A G, RLE20074E A i 7 3R
B SECAT i 15t £ 5 IE 1R e T G I 3 R R IR
A—F¢, HE5—FpsA %)k 5 (Cox-Foster et a,
2007). Ribiére2(2018) k& Hifd FEms Al A {g e e ff
W EREY A B2 E 55 . a5 W AT IPTRR,
fRETE F R, bbhn BE g 73 AR 2 B R AT A
HKHUR R (Praet et a, 2018). M, HREEALEPE
R F 09 I T I HRHT 71 (Schwarz et al, 2016; Li et
al, 2017a), A FT % i {i#  (Anderson & Ricigliano,
2017). [BRIMG, it i T S A= 0 A0 A R DA Bh3RATD
R S WA 558 5 e B e (e R R ATL A

1 ®=WE

H AT O D A5 S MK b R 2 % i 1)
B . Jones:(2018)iH it EL 45 16S rRNA V4
X H I, e AE 25 %) VU 7 % e B i i A E P
RN, BRI A FH X — S0 R 20T B B 2 R 1
fif R 7 R A 6%, I T HUORE SO B 22 7 (20%), 1H
U R 256 2 RS At S5 0 DR 3R a0 R AR AR A 1 22 R
. RERBMRERA RG] RZAFRELE, 1
fe 2 R I 5 M 53 5 i 18 oA B U B A B IR 35 A
Ktk TR —M AR TT E W (Apis cerana)EA
[F ARSI R IEE R R SR 25, A1
A [F] e 37 HY T 30 7 He i3 1 16S rRNA V3
X Fr B 2 FEIE OR KR B8 . 48793 A 104 )11
KH(SCGB). VU1 /NATE AR RS X (SCXHG) Bk
V8 AZ 1 B (SXSSP) A ¥ 75 47 22 1 (SXY IG) (44 4 i)
1,333 m. 1,410 m. 1,484 mA11,348 m). il 5/
TRTVE b DX (R RELAE ZH AR, 5 2 RN B SR PR X I
[, HRBEELF, UM K0 7 i A A
FEAIACH, T HLAE i A, Ak A AR 25 1
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WP R R =0 BRI, 1T A2
S, HERNEE . AR LR T F— R
T B WA (Chen et al, 2018), PU)II5BRPE ) T4
o T8 T A T 2 22 5 (K1 1a), (HR R — A 4 Y
W 2 1A fi 8 TR A 22 e S /N TR B AN R I
(K1b), XR AT HE SHEPAL ARG K, & 25 Y]
2 MEHRIRAE . RIS M ZERAE R A
FE, TN S A2 R RER AR 0 EARME R R S =
DR FRATTTIU,  SRIN5 # 2¢ VA B R B0 1) i T R
S R NAZ S /DN, T /INAT V) 54 500 iR B e 1
P8 A AL S K (B RIS SRR,
M5 7 1 WF 70 3] X P T T A 2 i ) S 6 BT
JSZAZ% PR 52 7E B /NN TR A, B AR SR nT AAE [R]— 4
B 2 RS ) s AR AL A 3 75 80 iR . ARSR R T
VA AR B8 UE A 15 2 S PR B3 A T IX e 22 5
FFT U r e £ 5% 0 R 3R g PEARE T, AR RIAL
il ey

TR N B W ) FE B YIRIE, X iR E
W E ¥ (Frias et a, 2016), & 7515 J1 gl 2 S8
CCDFJJ5 5l 2 —(Naug, 2009; Potts et al, 2010; Gou-
Ison et al, 2015). Z WG I 5 — F AL 12
VTR o AEHE TR o AR 2475 B %o 0 1Y) 52

411 3&301 SCGB
A DUJI[/NAT 5 SCXHG
BEPERZAR BE SXSSP
-+ BRPURBR W SXYIG

nMDS1

PA LA RER AN T o
21 TEHMEFREEFMESREBEMEY

FATAT DL T AR O e R ) £ 4 %
F T8 A B AR 1D R i Sk BR AR AN (] S5O0 0T 2
W 11520 . DeGrandi-Hoffman%: (2016) it 5% < B AH
P N TORC 5 PREFR, R R 75 (1 7 7 25 0 o /1 Lo,
1M L& A7 R . Di Pasqual e (2016) T 5T
SRR, BYHRAeR LB S, 7T AR R
. AR IT T e S 72 B0 F 2 R MR 2
W R F4IH . Di Pasqual e (2013) 45 P4 5 25 W4 I
B UM BBl S R A I AR AN R R O R A
WA REK), F I 0 A AR AR B 30 D B
Nosema ceranaefJ#&4t 11, K ILAS R RIFER XTI &
WEE (1 R T RN TR TR KL 0 1R S e A7 A L 3 2
LR S B AR A R T B AR IR R,
MR T AR I LS  (HTEHN. ceranaeF L5,
WA VR A AR B R B R A AR A I AT
K. BREERAN, 1EheT At g B TR 1 s
FAEICER, LB, PR
TEAE W) Fh 25 B R ) & g B (Vaudo et dl,
2015).

KREWT TR EYIE TR) W TE
 B[KZ (Muegge et al, 2011; Wu et d, 2011; David
etal,2014; Li et al, 2017b). 25 7368 B HECE TS 1M
i . 0.00074
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Fig. 1 Gut microbiome similarity on 16S rRNA V3 region of Apis cerana sampled from 4 apiaries showed by non-metric
multidimensional scaling (NMDS) plot (a), and Bray-Curtis distance between gut microbiome compared among and between
sampling sites and tested by using ANOVA and t-test (b). SCGB, Guanba, Sichuan; SCXHG, Xiaohegou, Sichuan; SXSSP,
Shanshuping, Shaanxi; SXY JG, Yangjiagou, Shaanxi.
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al, 2016). E4nr LA ik 50 g A 1k i 4
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(Henry et al, 2012; Tsvetkov et al, 2017) [ & F %
B 77 A0 T 77 & (Whitehorn et al, 2012; Tsvetkov
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AR PG UL X P 7 B 0. AE NGNS
WA R G R 2 RIS, S AR R, e e R
[ 7 85% (Whitehorn et al, 2012; Woodcock et al,
2017); A —HEH 5T R AR 25 7 o % (Tsvetkov et
al, 2017). & & (dos Santos et al, 2016)F147 Jy(Henry
et a, 2012) /K1 Xt 28 i it j 453455
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SOWHEAT LUER, R —Fh oot 5 1) b R Ge b (1
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5 (2013) B FR AR L A% By PR 858 Hh A8 2 5 70 T
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Fig. 2 The main possible paths through which the landscape
could affect bees by changing their microbiome
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ST AR, A4S T8 &0 5% (high throughput sequencing, HTS) - & LA R0 A% 16 1A SR B 4%
FE A )58 RIHE A48T a0 e 41 3143 S84 E 5 7t (operational taxonomic units, OTUs)id 2 i (1) — 4 {155
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DNA barcoding and emer ging reference construction and data analysis
technologies
Shanlin Liu®

Beijing Advanced Innovation Center for Food Nutrition and Human Health, College of Plant Protection, China
Agricultural University, Beijing 100193

Abstract: DNA barcoding has been growing exponentialy in terms of the number of barcode generated as
well as its applications, e.g. as conservation tools in: species identification for damaged specimens, diet
analysis from gut content and feces, biodiversity assessment from environmental DNA (eDNA), bulk
arthropod samples or invertebrate-derived DNA (iDNA). These applications often require coupling with high
throughput sequencing (HTS) technologies, and when done so are referred to as metabarcoding. Here, we
discuss the methods used to generate reference barcodes using cost-efficient HTS platforms, and introduce
several rules-of-thumb and some widely-used tools to conduct data quality control, denoising, and Operational
Taxonomic Units (OTUs) clustering. We hope this review will help readers better understand how these
emerging technologies can be implemented alongside existing technologies to accelerate biodiversity
assessments in an accurate and efficient way.

Key words. DNA barcoding; OTUs; clustering; metabarcoding; high throughput sequencing
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FRUEALIE FE DR Fr By (Hebert et al, 2003). #r#E{LDNA

SRS S 25 100 P (A S 5 AR T LA, B4

(D)7 P BEFE A AE H AT P SR AT 3 B R Y
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A v BE RS BN 37 51 DU T 38 51 i ek, I
TRIEH BB 75 2 0% 2 AR M, (4) e HE (1) 2 H
L AFAE T 46 R 73 NS R I P B (Kress &
Erickson, 2012). HAT, A 2 /M5 G 1% LeprifE 2L H
Fr BTz 2 - ADNASTERS N - fldn, F
T30 A 2R 7k 48 ff €4 2% A4k 1§ I 2 (cytoch-
rome ¢ oxidase subunit 1, COI)f#J—B650 bpft)J¥ 7l
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(Hebert et al, 2003), F Tt HIA o AL B b 1,5-
TR PR AL L A (ribulose 1,5-bisphosphate carbo-
xylase gene, rbeL) K 2 K] (maurase K, matK)
(Hollingsworth et al, 2009) A & F - 3 B frt 4% 3% 8] [
[X (internal transcribed spacer, ITS (Nilsson et d,
2009; Schoch et a, 2012) (#1).

7t Hebert%5(2003) & X 42 H DNA % T A4 (1) ik &
J&i, DNAZLTEASHARAE S TS K X B FH 7 T #8

EREUE K, FlafEvER 2 R I TR T

SRR A% E (Armstrong & Ball, 2005). il
ik iz Py AP AN A 3 AT 1 (Kunz & Whitaker Jr,
1983; Bohmann et a, 2014) . # T ¥ £ DNA
(environmenta DNA, eDNA) (Baird & Hajibabaei,
2012; Taberlet et al, 2012)F1 A= YR A A 5 B H #E
SIIEDNA (invertebrate-derived DNA, iDNA)FE i
(Yu et a, 2012; Bohmann et al, 2013; Liu et a, 2013)
BEAT A Z AR VT AL o X L8 I T AR T
HEWF(HTS) R, TRk N % 2 B SR TR BoR
(metabarcoding) (Taberlet et al, 2012). %3 K 4 65
PR B 3 PR 21 25 1) 05 Ve ) R T AR )
AN, G B AR EERE & 52 ECK DNASK 2 #
RAEAE YRS (Caporaso et al, 2011). if £ +£4
HIBTFE R, B Af 7 V2[RI vT LASE ] T sh P A A )
REVE (Ja 30 ¥ R v R AE W RE %, macrobial
community) (Hajibabaei et a, 2016; Deiner et d,
2017) . B JE BT % B AH 2 A 78 C 2 R 8 ik,
A B UL SRR I8 5 R A WD VA O 1Y 2 ik

RIS I BORBEfE, 3= E 40 R EDNA KL 2
25 K45 EATDNAFP 51| B8R ) — L83 R R 7V

#z1 [z TDNAZEBERARKIRCER
Tablel Marker geneswidely used for barcoding

B Ik 25 2 A A R L A RS K B IE
&1, DNAKTEIL 2 2% 7 5 Kl P2, 4 tnBOLD
(Ratnasingham & Hebert, 2007) , B4 B, 4R
1M, H T2 26 50 B AR AE I — > S8 i 350 2 4
1 b B 7 (8] R4 M 7 75 B2 7 TH I AEAE AR KRR BE b
(AN T1lT, 1% 32 B2 BT AR S B 78 2 TS 58
AN ZE 5 T8, JUH R EYIR 2 FE P R R HBIX
BN TG A 73 W) A0 ST TH A A,
fil2) 71X et XS B E . REHTST &
) BRI 00 e s A N 25 T B, (L ER T K B AR
WP, FEANTE H T KA 1 1 e (] an, COlZE:
PR 2% LS A 465 51 07 %114 ~719 bp, T BT T Miseq
ARG K AT LLSE RO 300 bpfriill e, 47588 Teik il
TR AER AL 1)), ﬁﬁSanger{EJ?ﬂW( ERIES
IUDNA S AL 31 (R 1) B AR

ANTTRIN, B EE A A T AL ) SE5 = AR
P f, H T FriEDNAZK IS H AR B0 b oA B
20004F 3K B 2. 3% 44 (Hebert et a, 2016). Meier
55(2016)3H i % i S RS I 7T oty 2 Keg A
Z FEMERTE 7T B (Biodiversity Institute of Ontario, BIO)
AnE KDNA % #fig .0y (Canadian Centre for
DNA Barcoding, CCDB), HSEHUAEH T 40 BT A
SRR, X T BA S EDNAKIFE m, R AR
BRI B R S5 () a0 EE T R SR . A IR [
Rl 4 20 2 B DNAZE), CCDBIHIEEANRE b 7 b A
AKLIN20FKETC. W TR A K] L 25 [E bR
2k AL I H (International Barcode of Life, iBOL),

FRicZER] Marker gene  HAR¥)F Targeted group 44 % Database

16S YN R T 4014 Bacteriaand archea (Sogin et al, 2006) WA KHR %% B Ribosomal Database Project
(RDP, Cole et al, 2008); Greengenes (DeSantis et al,
2006); SILVA (Pruesse et al, 2007)

ITS F #(Schoch et a, 2012). #H#)(Group et a, 2011). JEA:4E4) UNITE (Kdljelg et a, 2005); GenBank (Benson et

(Pawlowski et al, 2012)

a, 2012)

Fungi (Schoch et al, 2012); plant (Group et a, 2011); protist

(Pawlowski et al, 2012)
18S JEAEY) Protist (Pawlowski et al, 2012)

SILVA (Pruesse et a, 2007)

matK + rbcl 1% Plant (Hollingsworth et al, 2009) A 4L EE 5 Barcode of Life Data Systems
(BOLD, Ratnasingham & Hebert, 2007); GenBank
(Benson et al, 2012)

COl IR (Hebert et al, 2003). J&4: 4= ¥(Pawlowski et al, 2012) % BE 44 B H % 0 H - Ribosomal Database Project

Fauna (Hebert et al, 2003) and protist (Pawlowski et al, 2012)

(RDP, Cole et a, 2008)

K
1K
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WK 510560 E 4 . BT Sangeriil] /7 5 A B Ky
FE A 388 B ANAH AL 22 AR IO AR PR, DR skt 22 T )
TG T BRAAS K AT B HE— 25 KR FEAR . Ak,
E A BRI P 0 W) PR AT 26 A 65 1 (Hebert et al,
2016) 75 E 7 ULAFEAR « X B UM 2 4Bk
FICH 2% 7 5| [ T 75 2240101055 76 %4
P E A 2 O T HT S 22 5L R 26 A T ¢ () &5
W R IR T8 H 23 25 # 4 52 T (operational
taxonomic units, OTUS), oL L AR KR
. (Linnaean species name), [T AN ALK ELA A4
SR AR S S RN S T VR4S IR 2 R I o A
ML AR,

Bl R — B ARSI HHTS T & DUEAR K R A
AN THNIKIDNAK LIS S X 75 H T Rk
KRB, AFEREFE R T AR IE, A
SRR IE S TS 7 51 1 JR 30 7 41, ) 2 %6 PCRIV 7
EY KRR I AN A X3 S A1 = A
o F il EN FROR, tiPacific Biosciencesff K ik
K HL.5rF-5LI (Single Molecular Real Time, SMRT)
WP &% @ AYE BRIk g A th T
BRI T 7= A 1 1 21 k1 (gap) . 9, 4
(I 5 43 D0 AS [ 4 P B Bk 347 PCRJG FHE &, @
itRoche 454°F- & 3RV FR 2% A5 )7 51 (Shokralla et
a, 2014), {H2 i 107 8 = PR ), 4 535
A, 454°F G HaR T, M H k7 ik FIMeier
2(2016) i1 72 (B T umina™F &) — FETC I 3R BURR
HEAK AT H . B 70N 5238 3R B B 3

#2 FIRASBEENFFaMERMONAZIBHFE

Table2 High throughput methods to achieve barcode sequences

PCRY™ 4, —%0 7 il ¥ 4K KD 14 17 41,
I J5 38 I T B P 3R A A KT 41 (Shokralla et al,
2015; Cruaud et al, 2017). #74h, HoFNTFF&
SMRT £ A 7] BL 3k B ¥R B — 2 7 %1 (circular
consensus sequences, CCSs), X —/Mr T £ kil 7,
Al DL R OE % & A B s R R
(10%-16%) (Eid et al, 2008). itk , #5070 AR T K
SMRTH AR N FH T 2% TS 5040 e #2190 mT 47 14 (Liu
et al, 2017; Hebert et al, 2018), it 7L IR TR A AE
a1, B B AR IR Al R H £ 1510,0000 A [F] A A
[IDNAH RICOI 8. 45 J 3 BBt & Hl 7 A
(13— 20 T B, SMRTEARN 22 # @ DNA K 1Y
el 5 A 1752 — . LiugE(2017)i8 4%
H T — B AR Y U7 %€ (HIFI-Barcode), X2 —8&
AR = A ARG B B0 & &k n] LT
FEET H il & 0 w8 Hiseg F &, LA AR
A U103 EL A KA TEAS 7 1, i HLAS 75 BLAA 1)
PCR B (#%2). HIFK, %8 70 4 & R H
BGISEQ-500-1- & #5# ] H 3400 bp (SE 400)l 7
FARIF R T — B A 2L IDNA % TS B4 FE 11
SEIG A R FE(HIFI-SE) (Yang et al, 2018). It 77
VAR R S A 3, T DL a7 S R A o 41
bl 7 42 T 3R 15 4 K I DNA K TE S 1741

BT s AR KIS H T 5 7%
EARIL T B ) R, D PR T R E RO
IR H ATA X Sanger il 06 K] E 21 13 BRI il 72
J, {H & Sanger il 7 £ 14 2 3Rk o) 25 S i [ ST A AT

H b3 7 51K PRF HH 225 R
Targeted region length (bp) Advantages Disadvantages Reference
~300 - T ALK i) H AR Roche 454°F & Shokrallaet dl, 2014
Can not work on long fragments;
Roche 454 platform
~180 5L, DiRAE, BAK HArr ol ke, S eeH T2t Meier et a, 2016
Straightforward, easy to operate, Short targeted region; can only be used
cost-efficient for species pre-clustering
~650 FrEDNAZK BG4 K TErEE,; FEZPCRUYME Shokrallaet &, 2015;
Standard full-length COI Poor universality; multiple rounds of PCR Cruaud et al, 2017
~650 SEEAE, PrEDNAZTEAG 4K AR R B B R Livetad, 2017
Easy to operate, standard full-length COI Relatively high requirement for
computational resources
~650 SiAE, MRAEDNAKIEIG 4K SMRTF- & A & Hebert et al, 2018
Easy to operate, standard full-length COI High cost of SMRT platform
~650 GERAE, PrAEDNAZIEAD 4K W & 2 I A5 & Yang et al, 2018

Easy to operate, standard full-length COI

Not a mass production
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PAJ AR 52 B8 ) AEI A S o =, TR AR M i v 2K
1 E b AT e . 103 FHTSH 5 ik A AR X
FER) ), 45 = 3 B o vl g . thah, X il
BT HTSH) 75 vl LU I Ak = (1 PCRYT 3G -, (Al
A DL EIR £ 2 0 () PCRA™ 19 1 (FB vk B i 1 7%
HHRXH), P T SR KRR 2 (Liu
et a, 2017). EARATA IR LL VAR 7R AL 51 W) b
TIRE SR AR 25 7 4, X 2 S EUE BT LR 1T 19 5|
VIt e A — R PR SR, SR T — IR ) S R nT
PAEATH AT IR S 2, R I R S HR (1) 5 40 A T
PAZD 3 ZBEANTT

BAR LR BT B 771 H RTER R AR AR B ) 2R
() COIRH 9% 22 [R A I i 3600, (HR AR 96 5 vk JR
SMRT ;A F1HIFI-barcodets; AR 7] AR 25 5 % %% B
FF H AR A bR 36 K, FH T HE 4 19 rbeL A
matKE: [, (H2 75 2k — B siieiE . Sz, K
ATARAE, Gn S S 37 5 VAR 7 2 v 45 B i )
PN, ¥ RAaERAYIDNA SRS ) AL i s F
REF 2070, B SE BRI R 215 B 5L
FAb.

3 DNAF

STDNAZ Tl FE sk, HTSF & A [ T Sanger il
R, EXTEE SIS BRI LB DNA ST
R, 430l e sk e B TR, YR E T PCRY 8 1)
AR G B G M R AR, RUNTEY =4 R L
B, 75 Sangerill J7 HR AN 2 Bl 2], (H 23X 2 7]
R AN AEHT Sl ik 78 ek 2 3 3 -4 H A 3K
FEH o 3XAN A RRAE S T-47 38 11 AR 22 R AT 5
JURRE, SFEOTUMME B XK, 7417

2 FEpk I v TR R AE IR VE ) S R L,

e Al 2 AR, AR AE RS R WX
3 B SR AR A2 S (OBl 9 RR [R] 22 57¢) 15 PCRA
M FE A R, 2 B AT SC tr TR RN
FERE, tRHEZ LRk —. BEIIA K
TS 225 2l e 1) 58 BEVEAS /2 (FEP I 2 R4 S o
— W ) T 7 i P T AR A AR K e 1 ), K
P87 BORIE FE 70 M 8 R AR AR e 70 A ALLE SR T Sk 2R
RIT5E, MET HSCVRAs Tt FORE 5 i 2 B
P45 2 (alpha diversity), Ti=lFiE i b AL — A Hlda v
e I B P 3R AT 2 M 20 HT (Quast et al, 2012
Zhang et al, 2013) . A SCHE ] Z A1 LR 2 A 1

THUKLE EiEFIE 4, DA B i i3
fif a0 AT K B HT ST 41 3R 28 il AR A 22 LI
OUT (El1). T 5 HATR £ HRoche 454£E & I /7
TER WA AT 2, BATEAR S
TR

B, TR E S 2 AT, @iZillumina
HiSequl Miseqil ¥ 7= £E ) 5 46 1 9 75 B AT i &
LR, ARG 2 B O I R AR A R
FEH, e (1) & A AT ek 0 7 41 o 1 ST
F R, Bk A S B N R B .
BAR A BE /N F M P B, W7 7 Pl & & B Bk v
Hlo HzSk AT BEHILAE P A ), 3% | T g i
TR 54 & BB R G B, 83U PCRIZ B H
B, AL XTRiE, BT WA
. B4 AdapterRemoval (Schubert et al, 2016).
Skewer (Jiang et a, 2014)F1SOAPnuke (Chen et al,
2017)%%, P8R T L& BRPCRE ), Wik
PANRZE T F, T LSRR . MRS
R Gy s Ik S SR NE 2 ¢ |5 i &
b AT B A B Sk R SR B P bR Sk E
Fllo (2) B A% B (Q)IRIL 7 51 . QIEF3AMH B AR 2
— N2 RANSE, BRAEOTUR A h pliE
B AN & — ANl B 737 (Edgar, 2013). B A 24>
FHIFAC B2 9150 bpi) 741, Hom &1 579140 %
Q35 + 10 x Q241150 x Q25, A4 EATHITF-HIQIHE &
—REI, EAHT— 257 5 1 TS R IR N 6.4,
M8 N0.5. Hk, - FHMMQENITHI, N

‘ JEIE%E Raw data ‘

|

JEE#4] Quality control

—————————————————————————————————————————————————————

—————————————————————————————————————————————————————

Y

-------------------------------------------

T IR FEFHARALAL !
Vsearch, mothur%$ ! Crop, MED, DADA2 % !

___________________________________________

Yyfp % Taxonomy identification

E1 FRESTHEELERIZE
Fig.1 Diagram of DNA barcode data analysis
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I A MM B B8 2% 10 3 91, Bk H A i A1 52 2 )
Fe o

S AR AR 2 5, K2 BOTURIKRIE,

WU/VSEARCH (Edgar, 2010; Rognes et al, 2016).
DADA2 (Calahan et al, 2016). UPARSE (Edgar,

2013)4%, #B xR4T 2 bR #4912 51 (singletons) )i 72

HAEKAE 7 A G I 8 — % AR TRl FE
E, WG 2B 5 (R B IR R B1) . B8 81
WA AR RS BEAb, X — D B R AL B A
SRR T FIE R, TR J5 825 1T (T 5 A7
fif o —REERARIE AL S A AL ER A IR, Wk A
B — S 7 41 (Edgar, 2013) 8k i 47 & I TR BY
PRI (Liu et al, 2013). SR IX LLAT A 1 B e kb EE
FUE A FE LRy IR R, 7548 F I 75 B T, A
HAERVERE. H4b, REAFE PR FAE RS A b
W, B T AR TR R BRI R B b
BEAT, AR TAEOTUR I Z G 3T, HRAI R
B % e B SR ER R AR, B AT R R R
& (bimera, two-parent chimera), El#& 14 E 51k
JRE W i 4 Sl >R E T TR — TR AR b R R ) LA
J¥%|(Edgar et al, 2011; Callahan et al, 2016).

Pl LR R AIOTU TR B KB A] Lh oy g 2K
() ESRTER T AR, R s RS
HRF N, FH— AN TR 1 2 IR AR AL (— R 97%) K
XEEFE B AT 7320 o (2 FE A Lo A R R AR 5
MNREHTC. RARIBT LTI T
PR TH 5B B, O AR M AL HE LY BRI 9T (1 5L
5 £ (Matias Rodrigues & von Mering, 2013). 1 H #ij
I Z AT HIUSEARCH (Edgar, 2010), 7REGE T
[tV SEARCH (Rognes et al, 2016), B H 4 5E fRAS I
UPARSE (Edgar, 2013)#R& 3 T Puid ik sUR R
Pio EANEIEAE G R R 215 H AR T 51 AH
A —ANBULMMEER T F, KRR TS 2
o R H AT 3R 2 3R T R SR KTy
%, 45 QIIME (UCLUST) (Caporaso et al, 2010)
Almothur (Schloss et al, 2009). CROPS& — /M ET
iR A B A (Gaussian Mixture Model) () 58 25 7
(Hao et al, 2011). ‘&K & i o0 AT P 3 B o —
FHL A, DARARER —ANRr e AL IR
gy A R Kb 3 P HE R R RR A AR 5 . DADA2
(Callahan et a, 2016) 71 & T —& 5T 7 i & H 1
B Tl U lumi nady™ 38 -1-00 77 HH 0 R R B0,

A o 0F A TG i e A N e J5 R A 2 TA) BE AT N AL
L OESS/= i #i (weighted loess fit), 4R & i it % %
5 TR 000 00 0 A 0 e UL 5 SRR PR B SR 3K
MED (Minimum Entropy Decomposition) (Eren et al,
2015) K% FH 1 B /N o> i B SR, TR A TR) A5
SEAWE ARSI R, BRI &
B ) B TT AL B KA o

KR TR I AT ERATR T P 5
FRABM: 1) 2R 28 077 0 IR A i S 0 6 BEE — A I A
(4n97%), i3 ik it A By R0 i B EAT 3R 2K
e4h, Freslevis (2017) 5 i 17— AN SR K 5 A LI J7
%(LULY), 454 7 51AH el B2 F1 3 31 (co-occurrence)
BENHEVE Bt vh B BRES IR IIOTUs. b5 %k
T EBTMEDR B, (H 2 HAR 5AE T OTU
RRZ GBI, KA o5 2 N S AR B 7T
R EEAER] . M T ARG T S ARCL R
7, X T o p AR ) B SR T5 iR T BLRR IR
OTURN a2 FE P i Al IR B, A B4k B B 2 LSEY
A5, AR RHR A, ARG BE A A2
BRI, BEIOTUMNSHETHIZ 5, Kk
IR BRI Ay 2. A SCAE 21 iR
HOTUMME EMCH EE. T5 2, YihssE
A] DU A FH BLASTERH At R U T A, #7571
Eooxf 2 & & 5L = % # 4k E, 41 BOLD
(Ratnasingham & Hebert, 2007). Genbank (Benson et
al, 2012)sRHAth ] 7 5E il OB e . 0 23 25 7T A
1 e g UG TG DA B 3 PP 0 A ABL A 7€ (Shi et dl,
2018), HATLURHET REGRK BMHITIE, WIEF
FIE R G0 R B R 7 B R s Ho 43 25 (Zhang
et a, 2013). XM VEA TR E A AR .
AN REORUE B P 1) 58 B BE AN IE AR, H A P 510
HCHE e e PO B AN I E PR S OO Y, LA R
R E -

4 LR

AT IE AL T — AWl oK 2 3 J5E 5 i e Bk S5
IR, RZYIPERS BIIR 2 AT KL T 5838
TR M At A ) T Pl AT W0 b 1) I 25 00 A A RE A 3R
A4t 1 A 22 BEAE BB S LB 71 (N9
BRI, sPE IR ), B fess BA TR A
A BRI RV B SR NE, R 2B b A 2 R
FREEFEAR TS . SRR B AR 70 98 5t
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TP B R I — i B, A B S 2
J7i%(Hebert et a, 2003). KIS ARRAT 2 HiE
R (AT AR 2R i 2 B B LT B 9, o
WAMERIR/N), T BT 0TI otk G5y
KPEHEGR, FREMIBNTEFZRKN TR
WY REATH — RIVVHESFEZTMANRSE T
B, N T2 e A MER IR %S g, &a
HTSERIAED Z R SE . 54b, TR HR
AREAHA % R PR T2 T4 34 7 s 7 o0 i, BEE
TF AP B, 2T R AW R . Bt
PCRJ 1% (Zhou et a, 2013; Tang et al, 2015)f13E T
PO AR (Liu et a, 2016) 4 B BhRE %A
VA b A A ) 22 A 1 T 2 R R L IR B 1) AR S
AR . FE T eDNAFITIDNA [ H ST 78 i AT 2,
WA B TRV 2000 2 RV o A A, JCH 2
AR L NI L B A7 (Schnell et al, 2012; Mahon
et a, 2013; Turner et a, 2014). SR 75 EE & K2,
T EEAR S FHAH IR FH B 2 (1) A2 T84k 1 /AR
RGP Rl % 2 2 BEVEVEAS B0 51, (HIEANRER
A ER BT, WABEIRFE RN TR
o W TR AR B S0 8 R AR R
EITR, HHRANTT T ARSI LAY E =
X, AFERE RS RS A EZ S, DL
AR IR S HL, A0S AFERE R pHA FE 45

S 30k
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Analysis of prospective microbiology research using third-generation
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Abstract: Microbes are ubiquitous in human life. In years past, the study of microbes has only focused on
single-bacteria cultures and qualitative analyses. The development of seguencing technology has greatly
enhanced progress in microbiology research and more and more evidence shows that human symbiotic
microbes, especialy intestinal microbes, are closely related to human health. Second-generation sequencing
technology is currently mainstream in microbiology research because of its high throughput, high accuracy
and low cost. However, with the deepening complexity of research, the disadvantages of second-generation
technology, i.e. short read length (< 450 bp), lead to subsequent challenges in data analysis and genome
assembly, and limit the applicability to future research. In this context, the third-generation sequencing
technology comes into being. The third-generation of sequencing (TGS) technology is also called single
molecule sequencing. It directly carries out real-time sequencing of single DNA molecules without PCR
amplifications. TGS technology significantly increases read length up to 2—10 kb or even 2.2 Mb. Because of
its advantages of long read and no preference for GC, TGS provides a new method for full-length gene
sequencing that facilitates the assembly of complete and reliable genome maps in microbes and that further
reveals the diversity of microbial structures and functions. This review summarizes the technica
characteristics and principles of TGS, and then mainly analyzes its applications and progress in 165/18S
rRNA gene sequencing, complete bacterial genome mapping and metagenomics research.

K ey words. microbes; third-generation sequencing; 165/18S rRNA; metagenomics

WMAEYNER S UIECLH A IR W E R RoN A, ORFEHE. WeE. HE. JE DS RUN

WSk H 35: 2018-07-30; 252 H 3: 2018-12-25
FEWH: BHEGE SR T 8 (2018Y FC2000504) Fl [E 5 [ SRR} 22 56 42(31771481)
* J@IfE# Author for correspondence. E-mail: junwang@im.ac.cn



% 5 4

VR RSS2 T = AN P HoR KA 4 22wt Te it e 535

M JEAAEYD . FEEIRTR /N 5B, E1TE
REANTE, 75 NZEfEEE(Yang & Tarng, 2018). T4k
A7 (Huang et a, 2018). LRy (Liu et a, 2018)
M fn 22 4x(Alori & Babalola, 2018)45 75 i #5 &K %
FHEBEMAEM . WAL SR T 7 Lo B 4l
B RNE, Bl TR FREOR IR S, 8t 9% 7
A TCIEAE LI =5 719 2, RBUSEM S
T 2 FEME BT 7 — B R & 2% 12 (Schloss &
Handelsman, 2005) .

165/18S rRNA K K AF1E T BT A Tl A ) i kA
e, WA REE R RIS T
Sanger | F7 £ A B 242 (Sanger et al, 1977), f# 15
16S rRNA L R /5 76 40 56 3 2R 2 i gl T iz
F R I T RSB AR 1138, 3N T RE i
ZFEE . 1998442 H 1) 72 i R 4H % (Hugenholtz et al,
1998) 77 1%, A& EL ¥ IR BERE St SRS 1) 18 A%
JRRATE T A T 2 AN S5 44, R B [ T
B, R S TR T R o s ds
TR, T EL AT DA T 3 B B A P T 2 R
FFERE, FFFRMAE 0. BAEMMIRESTE £
IR R . e 2R, 3 = AT AR
HIR, DAGER A I3 132K . To GO (i 21 Ak
FEPREEAR S, 7 LL16S/18S rRNAJE B Bl 4 L K1 2
H A% I RE A S0 7 R S T — R A EE,
DR LA A ) ) AR B VR 46 0 ARUTHRIE . R G0
o A S A AR AR B T B R 2 IR T
W F

)= 25

1.1 F—RNFEAR

55— 7 A (Sangeri) TF 46 T 19774, i%
WP 79258 1 T W 1 A7k X 1744 K 5,375 22t (1) ik
R P, B R A Ay RL 22 7 E N T 2 DR 4 24 AR
(Sanger et a, 1977). SangeriZ: B 42 11-72:(Chain
Termination Method), J2& #5875 & A VUi A% =
TR (ANTP) ) S REAKR 22 I N — FAS 8] 1 54 b
TE I A% =B R (dANTP) . HH T ddNTP# &
DNA ZEK flF 75 1 3-OHFL ], DNA & B AL 7E
G. A. T. Chb#ik, SRJ5 it %k v vichf e £ DU
DNAZF KR o 28— AR P B AR B9 I P e AR
1,000-1,500 bp, {H—& R Gl — 2 M 7510, F
B e A I EAK, ANBRE R T ORI I K

BRI Py o
1.2 EIRMFHEAR

AR R EOR AR — AR R
(Next-Generation Sequencing Technology, NGS). 1%
FORLEOR KRN PP BE I AT 3R T, MR 75—
AR 7 38 A ) 1 R — AR 7 AR T BAE] IR X1
JIE)LE 5 2DNAZ TREATINE, BRI R A &
8 &P H AR (Metzker, 2010). AR FF & F#
45 Roche’A 7] #1454 (Sogin et al, 2006) IlluminaZ\ 7]
f)Solexa. Hiseq (Gloor et al, 2010)F1ABI A & ]
Solid%5: M 74X (Mardis, 2008), )5 H# 7 Hi A FE IR
L) S N v ey 57 A S N % 73 5 it w1 S & 5 N7
RORFEAR 700 e A SORWR R e 7 Il o i, [ I

TRFE T mAERA T o HanfE A Huminas 7 AR F 6,

FE3OXFIRFE T, 58 M N S HE R 2 7 AN AN 7 221
Ji (Niedringhaus et al, 2011). {H AR FFH AR &=
) JAE T K g, A 250-300 bp, 11 H.H
TIF B RSl 1, F806 L7 5] Gegi il 7R
ZIR, B BB DR P ACE K EY 1, i
HE BBk
1.3 FE=RMFEEAR

B = AR 7 AR 32 B Pacific Biosciences/A H]
FISMRT (Single Molecule, Real-Time Sequencing)+

R AH1Oxford NanoporeZA 7] f\JNanoporeti A (Eid et al,

2009) . =AW P H A 32 FRE SR H 5 T SERE I
Py KK, (B RS AR RE S
J JEUER T 5 TR R A 4R 58 — AR PR

131 SMRTHAR

SMRTH A% 02 RE % LI 5N DNA 2T 1
W, JF HoSews i 45 00 Fp 25 3L . 2013 4F Pacific
Biosciences /A ] B Th HE H 7 b 4k 1 = AR A
PacBio RSIIJE, =ARMIFFF 64 iz N H T RAEY
R TR . S AW o R A4, X AE2015
107 HE 4 Hi I PacBio SequelillF 248, 74
AR AER M AE S AW . SMRTH AN T R4
F* 2 ff SMRT Cel . % # i F fL (Zero-Mode
Waveguides, ZMW)FIDNA A1 -

SMRT Cell;& 7305 Fr, DNAFEA 5 il 1 5
Bk F|Cel A B _EHLIA . PacBio RSII RAELE
f—ASMRT Cell (15855 & 4500 MEI1 G, T
B2 1) Sequel RS ICE T — N SMRT Cell ] 7= 4=
5-10 GI%E, Ny @EERAL10MGESL . WS
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FLZMW & —Fh L 12 450100 nmiff [ 240K 7N FL o
HDNAZ Tt NINMLIE, B FLER R H 0K
AR B Z/INFLEEN BT BT RIX, A5 PR i) 76 i —
AN A 5 A I DNAS 73 (1 X Ik, iy 2R A 2 ok
B WA XI55, AT K i S5 e B 31 o
fik. PacBio RSIME M —"SMRT Cellf1 & 41577
ANZMW fL, 17 5% 1 Sequel 1 & it £ 1+ A
SMRT CellH1 451005541 ZMWHL. DNAK &2
SEHLSMRTHAR KM T K K R —, BEFEIREF
WP 4 22 1) it |, SCHL 7 DNAER & R
F%. DNAZR GGG & A0 B s B 10 B K, (A1 ik il
J7 3 B e A 2 e T R 2 5 £

1.3.2 Nanoporef R

55 DR B 7 BRI AN ], Nanoporesg Sk A H
=S4T (Magi et a, 2017). 20144, Oxford
NanoporeZ w] FF 4f X} 42 fiENanopore MinlONi& ]
T E VR, B S AN W 5L RRCAR A ) R R A
fid & ) g AT 2% . N20164F-F 4, Nanopore-
& B RS BRI, BRI R R, e
DAL 2 v £ 87 FH A, Al A 4 70 2k K] 2 38 i 381) 55
ARBNMEYER A . i s R 5P £ Grid ON X5
F1 Promethl ON ] % Afi {8 Nanopore”E & 24 4 Fih o )
N FH B g e SR A o B I A AE SE£EMinIlON
A% 0 WP 45 A ) 8 A 17 B AR S o) 46 DRSS R 1)
At b, 9N 7 MinlONGI 7 A3 38 &% BA & AN i@
TR EFEA B IE R ZH I T A 2 o AR IS HOHT
W HERiC %, Nanopore MinlONI 5 3& - 8 7T &
BulkVis T H & X EMK 7 #4~2.2 M 51(Payne et 4,
2018).

Nanoporelll [ /&4t £ E ARG K L. AL
154 H (motor protein). 49Kl —Fhis 8 E T ik
AR FLIE o AN R RS BRI 3565 1 A AS 7] 1 5 i
HE, HATRORM I S 2ok B KA B
CsgGH H i 4 it J PR T A2 80 J5 T7 A I e .« T e
N LA R B A m B, BRI INR A &
fege < 7S I G B D O w0 ) 1 S i B
M M E AR AR . SiAEHE—F
DNAFRENE, 1EMECER, Bis&E g Sk
(leading adaptor)—[FIIN7EDNA %7 &, 7E 7L 72
R ThIA R 4 0UEE DNA fife W2 i 4 FL AR Sy Rk
{15 L EEDNA DL — 8 E 4 1 9K AL .

Nanoporefsi A F 3pA [ (1) 4 2 77 = (1)7E1D

#EF, A5 Sk, P SRS, SEA
X BUEEDNA AR AN fFSE, 51 3@ gikeL, b
JEEREEET . (2TE2DE Y, BEA 5l S8k, &
A RN DNA 5[ ) 43k (hairpin adaptor) .
TEM PR, B 502 Bk B N AU DNA R IR e
A B, SIS EGEAK AL, Bl B B
i, RJE &R AMEEE . (371D F
1, DNAXUEE 5 Al i 9K AL, (HIF R 2Dl 7 4
W R R E . SR BE S R S, 4
K AL 2 K B AMEE 1 T 2k B AT B AMEE U
(Clarke et al, 2009). 1D F7 2 AR 35 4L T SC e )
EFEESE, AT{KE10 min; AHXTIDIT, 2D H
T DL 3 3 KK 1D (5] I o AR AR e A e
BT, AT DAAS 3 o & ) — B F Sl (Jain et al,
2018).

2.1 16918S=4LiMF

16S rRNAKE KA 7E T A T A% AR 40 1) 6 [
M, FHIKEZ 91,500 bp (18S rRNA KK fF7E
THAEEZMAEDMERAS, FIEKH
1,500-2,000 bp) . 16S rRNA & A 5 94 & 28 IX
(V1-V9), fE— e FERE bt 7 e P a) 3k ik 2
S, AT DARFH AR DX AN A B B R R 4 B AT
oy R 5 AR XA B 23 A 18 e AR S X
STE A B 02 K 1 A T R R U AR T S R R T R
[RFe5E P o 19774, Woese 5 i 41 41 17 16S rRNA 3 [A]
FPA B, 3T =R S, 0 hldr 4o
B U B AZ 4 (Woese & Fox, 1977). H i
165/18S rRNA % K2 Wt FL i AE W) R 48 K & 03 2K
45 B 73 7 FRic (Woese, 1987).

H T 165/18S 1) it A= W FE KLU 7 RS2 ) A
16S/18S rRNATRSF X 4k (R 5E R PP #1 e 1 H 514, 375
T 5 BT 75 (1 25 [K - Bt (Jonasson & Monstein, 2002).
AL 45 HE K 2L DNA RO SR AL Bt it 51 0% 165/18S
BRI — AN A XFATY 1, R2E, wE—EmN
AEABATEE K 4 3645 B 7 54T o0 4, Al B i 2K
R4 #7 (operational  taxonomic unit, OTU)& % T
J7 5 97 AE AP 1 43 255 4R il ok B4 e B Xy
OTUMIARGE M7 FI AL 4 F 2 7%

AT HA BT KT A, ERAEY
[ 2 % PR ZREEE RO B B 3. —
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El1l PacBio SMRTFRIE, (a)fEE#5ESFL(Zero-Mode Waveguides, ZMW) 5, BADNASD FiER 55| MBS EES

&, WEERZMWYLIKER. DNASBFFIRES, FAMABIZEARICHIINT PEH T RIEE XM EZMW IR EMEBEKEE], Hk/E
ZHWMARAESHERERHIREIIER,; (b) DISLFRICAEEIER SAZEES; 2)BIEIER S EERH NDNASRCST, &
FHRAES, YRAEFAWDNARSEBYIRE, WIIHK; ARSI ERHE; 5B EH—HE K.

Fig. 1 Schematic diagram of PacBio single molecule real-time sequencing. (a) In the ZMW hole, a single DNA molecule template
combined with primers and polymerase is bind to the bottom of ZMW hole. At the beginning of DNA sequencing, the newly added
fluorescent labeled dNTP remained at the bottom of ZMW for a long time due to base pairing, and the corresponding fluorescent
signals were recorded by confocal microscopy in real time. (b) (1) Fluorescence labeling cytosine deoxynucleotides; (2) Cytosine
deoxynucleotides entering DNA chain pairing, emitting fluorescent signas; (3) Fluorescent group is removed by DNA polymerase,

fluorescence disappeared; (4) Label new deoxynucleotides; (5) Continue a new round.

&2 Nanoporef F FL{E S DNARITEF S . 4AKTFL
BRERD, XA TR MZERRIEEL . ZDNA R FEET AT
1%, MEBEFRRTNIEMER, AMERIARFLAIETR
SBELETN. HTATCCHUMBEMNTRMERT—, &
FRERRANHUREN A —4F, ELFTIREERNTEREE
PiE T HOE B 26 B

Fig. 2 Nanopore DNA sequencing using electronic signas as
detection methods. The diameter of the nanoscale is very small
that only a single DNA molecule is alowed to pass through.
When a single strand of DNA passes through, it blocks the flow
of ions and changes the current intensity across the nanopore.
Because the charge properties of the four bases of ATCG are
different, the type of base passed is identified according to the
change of current.

AR 3 R AR 128 i AR X 8, i = Ay
ALK IR T 7 2-3f5 DA L, BRI 7 ¥ Fh % 2

{707 2 R T W NSAD N I R N0 7B SRS 2 = N
HEAT ARAT=ARH16S rRNAZE K, Hoep i A
[umina Miseq™F- & %§16S rRNAZE A K]V 3-V4X i
ITY B R, 1 ] PacBio SMRTHA B 415 B 7
#16S rRNAFEA [VI-VTIX, SLih s RE WA E
% 1OTUsH: T SMRT Ml - B8 4 % 52 Hi 5k (Franzen
et a, 2015). Cusco%5(2018) % Nanopore Minl ONJv F
T16S rRNAZEPEI /e, 7 R 2 1 B JR Il A2 P B A
HORIL TR A T 128 7 53 A — T X g A
VBB 2H PR HUL B A B 9T 1, Nanopore MinlON
(00 I e 4 A8 15 — L6 W B e 4 E B Bl ) K P
(Benitez-Paez et al, 2016) . [A 1t 24 = AR 452 A fr i3
KT L7 56 2 5E 2 2L R BT, I 2 SR e % s U
Ty R 00 381l 2 A A 22 R R R
22 HER/EREREE=KNF

TEMAEM AR T, OF 275 5 KA i
AYFE TR T B AR R ER M E S E, BRT
TAE Y HME LA RE 2246, 1A — 50 R R 2 AR
Pk, MEUMRRM R E AT S ES
X 358 1 1y GCIX 3 1 2H 2 1) 3, A bk 2 5% i 1 ik (A
PR EAER Z gap. 1 =AM FHEARUILE K
(0 7 152+ 1 TE GCAl 114 5 il 1 DA b 350 4 X R
TE L2 B 3 B 1 2 DR 2H 41 28 S T AR R SR

20134F Chin%% 5 { I SMRT H A 21 2% H 164Nk
VIR A, 522 FE R4 — B %15 99.9999%
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Tablel Comparison of three generation sequencing technologies

AR5 W TR JEAEEIS =y 9=
Technical Principle of Read length Advantages Limitations
platform sequencing
Eaiv Sanger AL 600-1,000bp A kA, AEARLFID MBI, A A A,
Thefirst Chain-terminating W EE ML R MO E R AT IR
generation sequencing Long reads; high accuracy; Low throughput; high cost of Sanger
good ahility to deal with sampl e preparation; making massively
repetitive and homopolymer parallel sequencing prohibitive.
regions.
HoMR Roche/454 SRR T 200-400 bp AR R Ol A RE A O, T b E S AN
The second Pyrosequencing Longest read lengths among the [F] B 3k 22 B8 [X 33k,
generation second-generation; high Challenging sample preparation;
throughpt. hard to deal with repetitive/homopo-
lymer regions.
Illumina pulgoubll)sa 2% 150 bp [Pk PaSh
Sequencing by synthesis Very high throughput Short reads
ABI/Solid R 25-35bp I AR WFFig AT I, KR, & a2
Sequencing by High throughput; low cost. PR HSCHE 43 v IR 3 A6 3 R 2 B IR
ligation L ong sequencing runs (days); short
reads, resulting in difficulties in
subseguence data analysis and genome
assembly.
HF=AR PacBio SMRT 144 fis il 5/ ~1,000 bp SR oS SV NGE S/ HRZ ), KHDNAR A B
The third DNA X & il B K BN K B2 100 kb Low accuracy; dependence on DNA
generation Sequencing by Long average read length; polymerase activity.
synthesigDNA no amplification of sequencing
polymerase fragments; longest individual
reads approach 100 kb.
Nanopore LA Sl BAIHE22M B, AN, TS EIRES
AN Maximum Over-long read; electronic High sequencing error
Electronic signals record 2.2 M sequencing; portable.

sequencing/exonuclease

(Chin et al, 2013). Brown%5(2014)43 7% H Illumina
F454i% 6 — AR 7F & FIPacBio RS |15 & Hi AN}
PR 2F 40 AT 7 (Clostridium autoethanogenum) i 47 &
AL, KI AN 7 & 2345 2 Clostridiumit
K047 IR AT AE — Lo gap, 1718 F PacBio SMRT il
¥ B 5 3 — % e B Contig; H HZ i T
e AR 1, JE9% X 4> C. autoethanogenum il C.
ljungdahlii % 3 T #k, 1 % T-PacBio SMRT (] 4= £
R, KB & /ECRISPRA 4t SALEFES 5 TH
B A5 5.2 7% 5 . Ludden®$(2017) FiNanopore MinlON
-6 8 U2 Y T Enterobacter kobel ) 37 Rl 4H
SERCE, FF HL2H 3% H 40 15 bl aOX A-48E [l 1] Ji KL o

Wi ck &5 (2017) % 124N A [F] Fh 1) v 75 A7 BRI 48 i 847
WP, 2R JE5mH —AREERIR & 4, BEORIE 17
AR sE M, SUORIE T 0 IR 1, e A
O TSR e R . I AR H Y 1 Pseudo-
monas koreensis P1OE3[1 2 K] 4H & KA 70 kb &

TFA, A AR & 0007 2 o vk 4 2 31 e 8
(R RZH, 1 Schmid (2018)1% i Nanopore MinlON
WA, B K 5E K T % Pseudomonas koreensis
P19E3#) 3 R H &% .

HH R KN E2.5-150 Mbfd], frF-4Hi
FURTABN Y 2 18], B =AW P76 i et 7t
g, WP iEE R AR, = AR BORAE L 2
BIF 5T H 1 8 FH 19328 37 I 200 1 25 /N R0 35 K] 4 968 fif )
HH & RMEER . Orpinomyces sp. strain C1A
IR AR — P2 AR KK B B R R A E T, 2
[KIZH #3100 Mb, GC& & R A 17%, & H i A
GCEHERILIIMFIZ —. YousseZ:(2013)7E X 1%
R 1 356 IR 20 40 28 A R B, S e 1 Tumi nadlll /e 54t 75
B4R 45 5 PacBio RSHN Bk 240 315 5 1)
contigsHi K & KM@ P, 1M H K M CIA Btk A
A B R M BE 7. Ik 4hFaino%% (2015) 3 T
PacBio RS |1~ X B % 5 14 1 Ak JR2H1V dLs17l]
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Pt s, &R R T 85 S Ytk . 2017
A 2B 90 Jansen 4 B Y T DDNA#LEY BE 1
¥RDNA, f# A llluminafl Nanopore MinlON 43 5l
HEAT I, @ (Huminailll 7 $dE H 353 T
14,764 contigs, 1 H Nanoporell] /7 £ 4 2H ¢
73 3| (M contigsi¥ 615, KR FE$2 & 1 BB B 2
[R] 2H 0 4f 1) J53 5 A0 56 B2 B (Liem et al, 2017).
23 HREEBA=KNF

Tk TR A1 27 2 W T B b B A A R VA N
RIEATI T, 516S/18Sak 4= FE K44y BT Lk, 72 3%
IR 22 B X I AR DB S (R A R S L Th R B D)
BRI Z R A SIS, A S51E 32 00
()55 AR AT AT AL . 20164F HugSs it A1) FH 2% i K]
HEAR KL 71,0002 Fp R 3 77 80 T LD
WAEYE, #—2Y R T MAEMRZ RN, T
R T B, M EERh A T AR IR R G (Hug
et a, 2016). Fierer®:(2007)iE T MMz, Vhis.
AR 3 e R R A SO, SR B R A . AR
FUBE SO EE 2 FEE AT TS . 45 SRR I R
HASEH REATEEFERHR RS, RN AR
IES WM TR R B R AR ZE 7. Btk
Ab, 72 FE R E AR A ) 2 AR R 2R
B TARKM R, R T BRI K .
20154F Sunagawasil 5 (1) H BA 73§ 1>k B tH 54 % th
(1768 Hhy 5 Rz 7 b 2 K Y FL 243N FE A, )
H T E A4 x 10 AETUARFE R RIHF PR A 4 2 JE
W, FHE R B KT B PERUE YRR AR AL
T ;RIS X 139N & A IR AZ A
YIHIRE AR AT Gt i, 3LR I T 5,755 [ R
AW, R 40%01 [RIR 2H 5 N 2 i T TR 1 TR
PR AH ] (Sunagawa et al, 2015) .

AR R T R R R AL, TR
SPH—WRERGEENER. M2, EREREYA
S = AR e 45 SR AT DA 0 L S i s B A 1) 4H
TGO, BOSHER 288 1B DhRe 2L R . B an st o
N GAE H ZARF = A0 7~ 6 43 R R — 3 A2 4
RS S AT T 22 B R T o0 B, 0 4 SR i
TR R T (uminalll 7 50 (4.3, BT
KA, 4 RAFAE R EAN R YA 8] (1) [R]85 41 4 R
M, TovEE S RIE AR fiPacBio RS 1115 £
) &5 A LS S e T P M 35 TR AR 1 2L s A7 . (Frank
et a, 2016). Tsai%(2016)t %1 T PacBio RS I1£l

[Hlumina HiSeq Flill 7 ~F & X N T HB A1 2 H
BRF AT AR R AL o0 #r, 45 MR =ARMFHAR &
PR T contigsi AR, KORFEAK 17 2§ 5
D] £H 20 2 m) Mk B2, 1T EL AN N PR B2 JHR B R R A 4
B VR AESRAT AR FAE Y T A
Y, TEXTSakinaw Lake/K i 2E it 58, Singer
£(2016) & FLSMRT A1 HHumi naf il 7 5 45 78 1111 7K
B R K ZE N, H 2 B T B 28 R B,
AR AR I B AR R SN R R E
PR F RN EEZE .

B = AR 7 B & B T R R R
WA 5. H af B i TAE R 2R IRT
S286 %, T Nanopore Minl ONIX Ff 4 5 =il FR A4 A
TF Ji FE DR 2H S i P S it 7 (), 0 4 5 e
AR B A DR 2B D7 TS B Tz S e B
(1% Ji 38 5 T 308 5 2 BRI AN [RD PR iR A 5 R ), R TR
M 2 — P 2 W72, T8 H Nanoporedi A
FE 37N P A BT R 58 B il I R B0 T 12
(Theuns et a, 2018). Minl ON 3 {3 T FEA [
A PR SR ARAR, 0 — 6 v B0 1 B A B e
R BE IR R 2 A S Y 25 £, MinlONl
ACAT DA R I R AR A EAT A I, 110 A 75 200 55
(R 2lifk 5% 5% (Greninger et al, 2015). 7835 4y 252 %
P59 PR SRS I e, I FE N D3 IR FH S A 4 4% G
JFAAE BEAN HE DR 20 26 v S 0 7 3 B ) A R
ZATE(SNPs), AUAT I 5 ) T M JEAR 1) 1
TR AL T H L1 7772 (Quick et al, 2016).

H A RNAJ 75 [ J R 4B 9008 5 A 2 I % %
JNCDNAF AT o fe i 36 [ (A 70 3 e i 152 v

— Pl ot it O 25 22 K] 2H 1 Nanoporeil] 742 L RTA,

SEI T ORE IR RO 7 RNA B4 W 5 (Callaway,
2018). 1M HAL G 77 iE0 R B AEAS K b, 752
SR AS AT DB TR Ak B B B A4 T % (puil 1 -down)
(O TRALEE, 390 7 A X . i 3T Nanoporefsi A,
Andrew Smithfff 7t [ A B2 %4 K AT B 4= K 16SH%
PEAARNAZEAT I, MCRAERIH 25 R A 522/ .
T B A, 2SN AE16S rRNA 1) 1AL
HYEEN T T-HEYHmMTG), I H WS TR
W E A% T A5 E N IR RO B A2 1 (1) /7 7E (Smith et &,
2017). P EEIRL 2L BE K A AR M 5T TR o el e ek
PacBio RS 17, 3453l 3 5 i k1Y) 4= 25 R 40
H AL B T B, DL T 18 R4 5 I R LAl
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B, R AN [) o 2 5 A R 11 RS0 D R R e S g
a2 F R K (Zhao, 2018).

SARMFHARINE, WAL T A A
SRR, F 2 A R A e 2 = AR P BRI 1Y)
KA. 15%-40%1) 48R3, R ORHN & T AR
FPHAR(< 19%), B BIR il L 5 b o7 F e 11 2 22 i
Rl o Anik =AM A4S R 2 ML R 2R 1), P LASEE
5 S R A A ((EX SCEEIE I P BRA) o S T $2 T+
Wi, PacBioZ 7] 4 SMRTH AL £ K A A W it
b, SCHk 4 H F 2 PAC2. PSC3LL K PECAIC K 1)
H AW TR R o [FI, PacBiofitUA IR —E
I 4% 38 (circul ar-consensus sequence, CCS)H ok
B 7 AL e I HERf R . Nanopores 7] AR
Wi Flow Cell. #KFL. W Pk AIAS 5 38 3R
BN AR SE T AT A it . Hodr, 9KfLE
FFU6 R, Ja KAWL T R7, R8, ROMRAR,
FIPAE DA TP NR.4, B 2 T K 1 42 LA 22 A i
BT 1 H BT O 4 R R A Canu
I1Ab B = AR AR IR S R Ze 35 B P 4l - Canu
K T Sealsl . BB E AR R, WS
Fl 2 A (S, HEAT BRRREE AR R E, W77 55
b, ERA Rl

TLAER, AR 2H 2 02 A i BL A T 3140
B, T AAE YA IR NI SR B AR 2 T R
PR . 5 =RNFEARMEI, LB TRZ
FR Fgent: ()M ILE KK IRE, mikT
AR AR I R i, R P R R 4 2
W 7E AR D T S S A R A A 2 AR R I T AR =,
TE T RER ]S (2) SMRTEAAF HIDNA R & iy
H & & RO B, Ao s FE b 28l 240
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Fast surveys and molecular diet analysis of carnivores based on fecal
DNA and metabar coding
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Abstract: Large carnivores play an important role in the regulation of food-web structure and ecosystem
functioning. However, large carnivores face serious threats that have caused declines in their populations and
geographic ranges due to habitat loss and degradation, hunting, human disturbance and pathogen
transmission. Conservation of large carnivore species richness and population size has become a pressing
issue and an important research focus of conservation biology. The western Sichuan Plateau, located at the
intersection of the mountains of southwest China and the eastern margin of the Tibetan Plateau, is a global
biodiversity hotspot and has high carnivore species richness. However, increasing human activities may
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exacerbate the destruction of local flora and fauna, thereby threatening the survival of wild carnivores.
Information on species composition and dietary habits can improve our understanding of the structure and
function of the ecosystem and food-web relationships in the study area. In addition, species composition and
dietary habits are of great significance for understanding multi-species coexistence mechanisms and
preserving biodiversity. This study collected carnivore fecal samples from Xinlong and Shiqu counties in the
Ganzi Tibetan Autonomous Prefecture, Sichuan Province. DNA was then extracted from the samples and the
species was identified based on DNA sequences and DNA barcoding techniques. Seven carnivores were
identified, including five large carnivores (Canis lupus, Ursus arctos, Panthera pardus, P. uncia and Canis
lupus familiaris) and two medium and small-sized carnivores (Prionailurus bengalensis and Vulpes vulpes).
Using fecal DNA, high-throughput sequencing and metabarcoding, we conducted diet analysis for the seven
carnivores and found 28 different food molecular operational taxonomic units (MOTUSs), including 19 mam-
mals, eight birds and one fish species. The predominant prey categories of wolves, dogs and brown bears
were ungulates. The domestic yak (Bos grunniens) was the most frequently identified prey species. Small
mammals such as rodents and lagomorphs accounted for a significant proportion in the diets of leopard cats
and red foxes, The most frequent prey of this category of carnivore were the Chinese scrub vole (Neodon
irene) and plateau pika (Ochotona curzoniae). In addition, leopards and snow leopards mainly fed on the
Chinese goral (Naemorhedus griseus) and blue sheep (Pseudois nayaur), respectively. Our study highlights
the utility of fecal DNA and metabarcoding technique in fast carnivore surveys and high-throughput diet ana-
lysis, and provides atechnical reference and guidance for future biodiversity surveys and food-web studies.

Key words: biodiversity inventory; mammalian survey; non-invasive sampling; DNA barcoding; food-web
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WA NIl RS iRt T .

1.1 X
H ORI 5 G M (BA R SRR SO T H
JRARFE & VU I A PR R, /T 97°22'-102°29' E.
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27°58'-34°20' N [ii], [i#1153,000 kn?, 45181 H,
SEMSRE N N i, R AL R il
WA SEAPRR Y, T1444 3,500 mEL . iz X 4
FEAL B R TG SAEIX, T 52 305 Ji 2 2%
HO T B2, 555 A A0 2 B T e L L i A
KB SARRRAE, &8 KR 12 X SR A S k. 4N
FEPHRIRS-10C, HRZ . fRise, BREZEX,
TIRZE i, %K E300-600 mm, KW, H
PO B bR HE AR 17,200 km?, PR B 78 75 % 14.83%.
12 H#ERESKEE

AW T AT AL 5 T 201642 9-10 H K& H H #
MR AT BB (L) B &N R B AR
AT R, RIH SN IEE R, ok
GPSTFH#HL(Garmin 60CX S)ith 35 KA [H] ¢ Hh HE A5
B, AR5 H — Ik PEF- R BUAA 2 R S
50 mL )G B A L R, R R 36 R B D SR
G VEANHL A FARYE SBE A S . A
WS BN ShIRE LR, BT BRI,
ARSI R . TR AR R BURE S B B 48 1)
FELIBRAZ XI55 M H B RENIRE IR BT
KB, 24 hE ¥ BRI, 8N FRES TR RAT -

98°E 99° E 100° E 101°E
T T T

_________

132°N

FE %] Legend
o RFER

Sampling sites 1300 N

0 50 100km

E1 MmIIEHAREEBRMNARERTLEREM SR
=E

Fig. 1 Map of sampling areain Shiqu and Xinlong counties of
Ganzi Tibetan Autonomous Prefecture, Sichuan

1.3 ZE{EDNARHEL. ¥ iERYIMEE

AW FCAS & T B A B ) 254 (1 2CTAB-
PCI%(Vallet et al, 2007)FEIUFIZEALDNA, FEARHE &
B 2 4 EEAT T T ek (Xiong et al, 2017),
HORE B ASEAE N 30 2 AU, R EABY
500 pL, H#fEsss), a7 o N, FREGE AR
rh I CTAB M2 38 #5 2< B DNA H [ PCRI i 4, 31
IRy A A % I EEDNA LLUL B FE4EDNAR H 1.

T X AR i PR SR IR A P (R 9 3 ) 3R 4T 40
THIRNE o T 7E 2 DNA & I DNA F&fif i ™
#H, LAY B, M B S DNAMX R &
BCAE, WO e E HE 3h a8 H 5l P 16S-FIR
(Xiong et al, 2016) (I3 1)F 14380 bp/s 4 Kt £
T ERIR16SH BL. 8N FE S PCREVA 2430 pL,
£ 5 DNA (10-100 ng/uL) 6 pL. 2 x EasyTag PCR
SuperMix (434, ASI11) 15 pL. IEXRIAGIY&
0.2 uM /0.4 mg/mL 4= 1ML FH &5 F1(BSA) . PCRIZ V.
FEF N95°C AR S min; #RJG95°CARTE30 s, 55°C
iB-K30 s, 72°CHEM30 s, BEATISMEH; A JET72C
ZE A 10 min . 44k J5 1Y PCR 7= ¥ ff H ABI
PRISM3730xI | /> 1X (Applied Biosystems, Foster
City, Caifornia) #f 47 I /77 . Wl )7 25 S 38 i 3K 1
Chromas v2.22 (Technelysium Pry Ltd., Austraia)kb
H, B3KEZ320 bpiH— 7%, $RJ5 FINCBI
(National Center for Biotechnology Information,
https://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov) i BLAST £ /5 6 2 il
i Fr B AE UK P GenBank P I VLG 51 o S AU
T 7 41 5 4 I 31 1) 78 o5 % (coverage) AN IK - 95%,
— 25 (identity) K T 959 A AAG 2R 45 A 2k, &5
B Mo A 2, SR AIRT I, ME R
X F)100%. — L FI98% K UL, H B E]
REZM AT AERT T 10 AU, YO FSERE ik B VTR )
XN R . A AEAEAS I — R RR UL RC 5 5, 0
FRYEF ¢ b 5 AR AT B S R I 2 A R AE HEBR A
AR P IEEIER . Eoxd 4 B i A
F1100%I1] — % /N T-98%H, 7] At & GenBank i 4
PEARWCFAZA T E R 751, AR 4 A B o
it oL, HENAT BT S SN P 4 e RN
14 SBENFREELE

B 8 SRR S, 3 — P XA R 3
WIHEAT R T DNAZE R IEIE I 70T & o b o S5(E R



% 5 4

AR T4 T30 DNA SR SR TS HOR 1 £ A S A0 bRod o 25 S gk 23 #r 547

ah R R T I B A A 2 DNA B & % H 5 DNA &/
B ™ 8, BT LA T AR UE 4 & # DNA )
3, Mo ATE Y G K A BB
150 bp. % F RiazZ% (2011) 41 %t 6 HESh 4 ¥ i 1)
12SV5-F/RIE A 51 (Bt % 1), JELE IE & 1A 51 905 v
BINTAMZF R K 51 045 2% (Coissac, 2012)i1T7PCR
PHh, P 29140 bp. B> PCREH BA A FbR
ZERE AN S A, e Sk i B e A AR R bR A
BEATRES X 53 o 1% 51 4 FH ecoPCRK A3 b 545 e 5%
FLPCR I 2 Fii € P Bl W) S R W idE AT B0 0IE, 38 FH %
I HEAR &AM o 62, XPmE 4 H
I B ARG H 4R 4% 52 R I AE (Shehzad et al,
2012a, b; Xiong et al, 2017) . 25 £ i £ DNA H [F] i
G H S = DNA, ff & HEsh Y@ H 5|
VIRets R 3 3 1P 5, BT H S DNA
HRZ &, ¥ S 5P & EDNATE S5
Ml B ) DNA [ 3 38 30 3% J 7%, 1) % (Pompanon et al,
2012) . A SCAE I SC R %38 1 39 % (Prionailurus
bengalensis) /7 #1) 4 S 14 FH 411 51 47 (Shehzad et al,
2012a), FEAT T T H AL & RS A B 5]
V(% ), @K S B 5 95 4 i S A A
JS7IX Bk AT HUL, PTRE AR B 3 X B BH A 5
YIRS BA 2 T10MEH A A 2 5. B 51
WP T v 22 5 e PCR™ ) vh 4 4 8 38 5 1 (R 97 1
(Vestheim & Jarman, 2008). 25 Fif ITsest, ek
B 72 75 S LA Z b BELA 51 4 5 08 51 A i AR IR
FELE 10 1 1o %280 S Fl BRI & A B ) 2508 &4
FE it I DNABEAT 3IRPCR 47 X 8 [ b7, FEAN I
53 S AN [FIRR 25 (38 F 51 I LA 43 o AN i
PCR /& & & 430 pL, % DNA (10-100 ng/uL)
6 uL. 2 x EasyTaq PCR SuperMix 15 puL. 1[5
¥)40.2 uM. FEHI 51 #52 uM }20.4 mg/mL BSA .. PCR
SN RE T 95 CHiAS S min; #RJE95°CAE 130 s,
60°CiR k30, #EAT3MEH; )5 72°C LEH10 min.
RS A TS G AN A X5 et o, IRy A
5 DNA$Z B ZS (506 HEFIAS I B AR ¥ PCR =2 11 % R
RN, FE3ANDNAFRE 2 (X} HE AT 214 PCR=S [ %}
R AR JOnS I s B 3 111084 PCR R B 6
BT PCRI-WIIAT i IR &, TEAL 3 AN
HIRAEYR A R A R AT spdE . R H
Paired-end %, f# i Illumina HiSeq2500l /7 °F &
(Illumina Inc., San Diego, CA, USA), i B K J¥

9150 bp. iE AR A A 3 2 25 M http:
//Imetabarcoding.org/obitool s/doc/wol ves.html [ 15 B ,
F OBITools1.01.22F¢ /3 3 (http://metabarcoding.org/
obitools/doc) & it Hf# . FrZEIRA. TURFIIERE
P L B R | T A LU S RSP IR, i
AT F AN B E 5 7 Hr

I — 7 HIAE AN R R v e A UL G Y 1) 2
T 15kIF, OBIToolsH 2 /72 H sl ph 4 e 45
TC N REE IR 25 BT A UL BC A Fh 1) e (R4 2R e, (HA
RN FEHU B o A S B 2% . i e
TEAETS Y A PCRES 1%, B IR BRI & M Bl 1) 7 41,
It LA 75 EE7E OBI Tool sy t 25 3 1 28l b 347 N THE
7, WEN FABLASTEE PR H s BUIVLEC YA

J7 51 )P Ao 5 5 S 2

5B — B > 99%, HfFE
YRR AT LSk, R Z R, Wk A YRR L
XT—EE > 99U(HZFhE SRR, WiE 1%
VIRRAE 2t A o AT B G AR

Q5 Z AR LT B — U > 99%HT, B 5t
HEBR b Je o AT P wh, W RAASRER € N —)
h, MHC ARSI R A —BU% > 99%I1H) 4 1)
R ERAR T KB TT.

Q) LLxT &R, Fm—E < 99%H > 95%
B, —BUEREFIICE 1%, BE/RZHT
Bl —3 R > 2900, 108 —EUE s T Ak
— AR TG. S BUEXT LA Z MR, )
10N B8 A 75 BT A — FI0RE S5 v 1) 24 b ) ol ) B AIG
I RHTT.

(A Rds = — B > 95%3 il P U R 1Rkl
Y IR, MCA G IE R 2 i SR

(B ELxFas R, Hm— U < 95%i), ARG
EHE LT A 3 HTT, il AR

WA b JE T B — 7 AT M S E S
XK, MR A5 B 2% (b B S 2K 5 41 (Smith
Ffif#x, 2009) . H T 5% 05 7 HE25 J B 1 JR FIR,
AR F RO E RIS BIPIFH K, B LAFRATT
1 Fi 43 F AT 454 43 25 B3 71 (mol ecul ar operational tax-
onomic unit, MOTU)RES SR XA Rl & ¥ 28 14T
[X 43 (Pompanon et al, 2012).
15 |BMSH

B, X EYMOTUMT ik 58, H—
PCR =4 Ff H A M OTUFE 51l % /b R AL PCR A (4

s
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X R B DNA RS (X ], B —PCRM= 4+ &
YIMOTUF 1%/ T 1% PCREL T 71 A 1 1%I5, AN
ZIF AT RE SRR T 22 X5 4, ZMOTUATE A B
FES B2 R AR R 5 IR 2 /0 7E2/NPCR
SEAT R B O L MOTU . Rl b & 3
GenBank Lt % Ji5 f% fm — BUE AL T-95%I% )7 41, FF &
HAR A Z /N F2% (RUAHZ LV METTRR) T 5. )
ol % s I HH BTG & A s 3 91 B RT e Sk 1 SR8 S
G NIFEFIATE N BYIMOTU. et PA L i i Al
WFEJE, RS R —MOTU H I E 4 1,
RZAENO0, Fiit & EYIMOTUR HILSIIX .

18 FH %FO 1 %RO P 18 #5171 % B P s I 1
i Hy A (Xiong et al, 2017). Xf 3 —fr R
=, WFORTE & - YIMOTURIFE i 505 SR fh 8
FIE S, THE AW

%FO; = (Ni/N) x 100% (1)
Hep, NRaRHIL T IR EYMOTURIRE 3L (IK
H0), NA&A RO it

%ROE H: & YIMOTU I BT 5 B &40
MOTUHILEARIR I B 5 L, tHEAX T

%RO;, =(N, /> N,)x 100% @)

Ho, Ne& CH B, YN RRZWHTE €Y
MOTUH BL IR 2 Al

B — ) Fh A 0 S A RE S BT B MOTU
1%ROZ FIAL, T 44775 LA B2 N FE A R HY
AL LR EYIMOTURE, &4 Rl i %FO 2 1K T
1. %FOFE/RIEANEYIMOTULE ZY R 1 H B
(105 WFLRE, YRONIM & &/R Z & YIMOTUTE & 1
eF BT o5 53 450R B 35 (Wang et al, 2014; Gomez-Ortiz
et a, 2015; Kasper et a, 2016).

2 #R

21 MRRERMMEE

T 20164 AR F=1E A I B (640) AT e B (3247) 3%
KA B ASH I FEERE M, 537l 1HE 417 DNASRHX,
Forb 28y mr LAY I8 H 51 9 16S-F/RY™ 14 I ik Th )
HRE S SRIE A, V)Rl T # N 73.7%. FEk 10
DI FE SR RE DRI S P WA T P SIS 5E

L E TR RN P(K L), WHER(Canis
lupus, N = 8). #i(C. lupus familiaris, N = 6). 3% (N
= 6). #JK(Vulpes vulpes, N = 3). £EAE(Ursus

arctos, N = 3). #J(Panthera pardus, N = 1)f15 3 (P.
uncia, N = 1),

281 WP E B IRE v, A 2240 FEAE R
LRI BT A TAE N AR IS SR AT 1 90 i
I, FACE 84 1 i BUEHI M 5 7 1 45 € 45 R AH
A, H& &R 2 A s 22 & AR, =
AT TR 2R 936.4% (1),
22 BMSH

e 38 I 45 SR 2 5 OBI Tool sk 14 1) 3t € Al
P, XX e A — P AT N s AR B .
5143 Hr 45 3R SO BT A 2843 B 15 2 i ik
Bm, b8 A FEMEYMOTU. H 174
MOTU % & 2| W Fh 7K ~F, & MOTU & 44 [ 60.7%,
HAEMOTU S AIH S h 2 & . B H K (K2).

28 EYIMOTULFE 1R IR 7L 2. 8F 12 F11
Frf g, o3 )& T 100 H(3R3). KA RS IIR. Hy
kR BE B Y AR B 355 B K ELA], %ROZ 71N
48%. 47%F140% (F€12); TRAN SAKIL T B2 1)
T2 FARALE, KEEL(Bos grunniens)sg &

R1 PO FLEEERRIESHFF EMHE
Tablel Summary of speciesidentification by DNA barcoding
and fecal morphology

Y FEmE Ah ik BUAIERE HUAIERE
Species No. of #5435 PES%L  Accuracy of
sample No. of mor- No.of  morphologi-

phologically correctly callidentifi-
identified  identified cation (%)

sample sample
Ji Canislupus 8 4 1 25.0
#i Canis lupus 6 6 1 16.7
familiaris
%% Prionailurus 6 4 4 100
bengalensis
K Wulpeswulpes 3 3 0 0
FRAE Ursusarctos 3 3 0 0
%) Pantherapardus 1 1 1 100
%% Pantherauncia 1 1 1 100
&t Total 28 22 8 36.4

R2 BYISTFARESLBT(MOTU)HRTE ST LEEHIH
HE LA

Table2 Number of prey MOTUSs assigned to various taxono-
mic levels

FREER i & 3 H it
Taxonomic level Species Genus Family Order Tota
MOTU#H MOTUno. 17 8 2 1 28

L7l Percentage (%) 60.7 286 7.1 3.6
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AR T4 T30 DNA SR SR TS HOR 1 £ A S A0 bRod o 25 S gk 23 #r 549

T E Y IR B A, %FO 73 7 N 75%A
67%, BRffi H 258, eAHEER G RIEE .
T H AT HEnP (1512, 3). Bl H 4k, $rRgE
Z LLE A H I3 RE(Arctonyx albogularis)fE N &%)
(#%3). H/NEERBIIF AR B N LS
Fnmi v H A GRIE B 5 R ZE ], FHod IR i
RS UG H, 7E S0 AN AR M A R %RO 4>

il 934%A138%, it H HIK, %ROZ I J927%A
25% (&12) . Forb s J5As H B (Neodon irene) A s 5 B
#a(Ochotona curzoniae) & 544 Al 7R A 3 B2 B (1 ik
WAL H a3, SR, S0 ey
T, EE R RS % (Lepus oio-
stolus). 4 i J& (Apodemus) . i K& (Niviventer).
it 5B (Petaurista) %, [ 6§ 8 (Sorex) R 7E 5%t

®R3 THMEANYRMSFARESLETMOTUN FEELER . RIELEMMERPRL()BTHREFTI—HEEER

Wi, RL(OATHR—HERE > 1%,

Table3 Summary of prey MOTUSs of seven carnivores identified by molecular dietary analysis. Species with the identical sequence
identity are separated by “/”, and species with > 1% difference in sequence identity are separated by “[".

&% MOTU TEAN 5] £ PASH AR b ) H B GenBank UL L7

Food MOTU Occurrence frequency in different carnivore samples Best match speciesin GenBank

T4 MOTU R 9% AREE I B E LI D& EVA e EE— A5

Scientific LR Wolf Dog Leopard Brown Red Leopard Smow Chinese  Scientific i Accession

name MOTU cat bear  fox leopard name name Best ide- NO.

name N=8 N=6 N=6 N=3 N=3 N=1 N=1 ntity (%)

BEEE Artiodactyla

Bosgrunniens  FA4E4 Ut Bos grunniens 100 KX232527.1

Elaphodus 5 2 2 3 0 e Elaphodus 99 DQ873526.1

cephalophus cephalophus

Sus scrofa L5% 2 2 3 0 0 0 0 g Sus scrofa 100 KX886757.1

Pseudois nayaur £ 1 HE Pseudois nayaur 100 K P998469.1

Moschus g 2 0 1 0 0 0 I EE/FKJE Moschus chrysogaster/ 100 KP684123.1/

Moschus berezovskii AY184425.1

Przewalskium [ 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 == Przewalskium 100 JIN632690.1

albirostris albirostris

Naemorhedus — hfEREHA 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4B Naemorhedus griseus 100 JIN632664.1

griseus

Z B Perissodactyla

Equuscaballus 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 iy Equus caballus 100 KU575247.1

#J%HE Lagomorpha

Ochotona EERAR 2 3 5 0 2 0 0 EJE %  Ochotonacurzoniae 100 KM225732.1

curzoniae

Lepusoiostolus 7= 54 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 =R A Lepus oiostolus 99 AY745187.1

Witk B Rodentia

Neodonirene = EMHR 4 i LA H B, Neodon irene 100 HQ416908.1

Apodemus o 5B KREER| Apodemuslatronum| 100 HQ333256.1|
E i s, Apodemuschevrier g9 HQ896683.1

Marmota BRI 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 Oy Marmota himalayana 100 JX069958.1

himalayana Y] =Y

Niviventer NPEEEER O 1 1 0 0 0 0 1178 (9 15 k. Niviventer excelsior 99 JQ927552.1

excelsior

Trogopterus HifER O 0 1 0 0 0 0 H5HER,  Trogopterus xanthipes 97 AY227546.1

xanthipes

Petaurista HE B 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 21y RERL/ Petaurista petaurista/ 98| KP973556.1/
FESKEE R Petaurista 97 KP973555.1|
REl 3 philippensis| AY227541.1
- Petaurista alborufus

Eozapus R B 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 AR R Eozapus setchuanus 98 K J648495.1

setchuanus

s
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%= 3 (&5) Table 3 (continued)

‘EYMOTU TEAN 5] £ PASH AR i b ) H B GenBank {3 UL Fh
Food MOTU Occurrence frequency in different carnivore samples Best match speciesin GenBank
W T %4 MOTU R M BN AREE IR B EL L& h T4 wE— FAS
Scientific LR Wolf Dog Leopard Brown Red Leopard Snow Chinese  Scientific B Accession
name MOTU cat bear  fox leopard name name Best ide- NnO.
name N=8 N=6 N=6 N=3 N=3 N=1 N=1 ntity (%)
AW B Carnivora
Arctonyx - - .
albogularis FEHE 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 iy Arctonyx albogularis 100 HM106329.1
BifE Soricomorpha
Sorex e 7 0 0o 1 0 0 0 0 KAsEEE  Sorex cylindricaudal 99| KF696672.1/
/NG R Sorex bedfordiael 98 GU981054.1|
KR EmEs/  Sorex unguiculatus/ KX754508.1/
3 Sorex araneus KT210896.1
#87%H Cypriniformes
Cyprinidae PR 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 VF B3 47 fi)/ Ancherythrocul ter 100 MG783573.1/
g Wwangi/ JX242529.1
Megalobrama
pellegrini
M H Galliformes
Crossoptilon 3 2 Crossoptilon
crossoptilon 1M 110 o 1 0o o0 ASN Cocoptilon 100 KP259808.1
Gallusgallus %19 0 JE A Gallus gallus 100 KX987152.1
Perdix 11582 0 BiE# 128/ Perdix dauurica/ 100 KY411596.1/
w1l 3/ Perdix hodgsoniae/ KF027440.1/
wiligg ~ Perdix perdix KF781322.1
e B Anseriformes
Anas 1 g, 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 233/ Anas platyrhynchos/ 100 KX592536.1/
EEMENY/  Anasclypeata/ KT345702.1/
ZXMS/ Anas creccal KC771255.1/
LY/ Anas poecilorhynchal K C466567.1/
HREM  Anasacuta KF312717.1
£ H Passeriformes
Phylloscopus1 #j#&jE1 O 0 1 0 0 0 0 E4t4%; | Phylloscopus 99 KP267717.1]
vk e trochiloides| 98 KP267716.1
RIEE Phylloscopus hume
Phylloscopus 2 #17% J& 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 AN Phylloscopus fuscatus/ 100 JF505332.1/
# kg Phylloscopus AY635103.1
iRy Proreguluy JAY635100.1
Phylloscopus
maculipennis
Muscicapidae 1 %95} 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 B/ Copsychus saularis/ 99 KU058637.1/
JkerEfe,  Phoenicurus auroreus KF997864.1/
KF997863.1
Passeriformes &£ H 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 e Hirundo rustica/ 96 KX398931.1/
4rnEis  Luscinia calliope HQ690246.1

B BL(E3); ARIRER Hf & /N LI L 2K A X
AT H B, A xS (Crossoptilon crossoptilon)
AL & (Perdix). SIRAAEL, SUAARINE Y
& B S L L SE P38 39T S SRR
Ly, & REE IR aY, Iy b e

¥ (Naemorhedus griseus), &5 NE 2 (Pseu-
dois nayaur). £ RIZIIY)FR ] 4 B B 1 L L I3,

Ak, & & (4. B Equus caballus)fE4Fh &
WahPr HEL, HAR. FREE BRI & & & 1I%ROHT

1E20%0LA |
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Wolf Dog Leopard cat Brown bear Red fox Leopard Snow leopard
m BB E m AR E S H g BEH
Artiodactyla Perissodactyla Lagomorpha Rodentia Soricomorpha
w45 H XSEH mEnE i3As] m#EH
Cypriniformes Galliformes Carnivora Anseriformes Passeriformes

E2 BXFELFAERAZMIRYIER. %ROATE RN FAHRIESFKET(MOTU)E A HEXINE.
Fig. 2 Dietary compositions by prey order identified in the diets of different carnivores. %RO indicates the relative frequency of

occurrence of different food MOTUSs.

FE¥ B

Anseriformes

Soricomorpha

O M Wolf
¥ Dog %' Leopard

© 79K Red fox

© % Leopard cat
© 7*#BE Brown bear

E3 RAXMYIRMERRFERL

Fig. 3 Dietary overlap among carnivores

31 RAIMIFHEE
AT FUALE H FOROE H I ME e B R R Bl
i B A FEEDNABHT YA % 5E, SLRILER ST
Bl AR, BEREL B9 B M. RINEe
T 2E £ A B K LR R IR B R S A, DX ee )
FRLE A Hh ) AT SR T 000 e S, R SEos 12
F-ZEEDNAEAT PP PR 1 7 11 v ORI 1
TEAS =W Rl % 2 7 ikl R AE AN E . B

E%Y Snow leopard

o, SR BRI W IR R, KT
EZ B ZFA E SRR B DL R AR
G0N W W RS2, 388 A S (R R R
# (Monterroso et a, 2013; Lonsinger et a, 2015), A<
PR R EERT, A 2200 R eHEF AN A AN L AT T
YirTH, EANE8r 50 T8 ES R, Wik
G E JT R I IR 2 0936.4% (R1). HHIL AT I,
FE T DNA KT (1) 5 1 % 8 TT iR K $ iy 1 3%
FEEAT VRN AR 2R o (EURR AR IR b 25 5 &5
K&, FIAEH T FEERE o TR B PCRINHIYI L £,
38@*@#5’:43 R 280 7] LA i $2 BXDNA Jf: i3k
ITPCRY G, WMRm D)2 NT73.7%. 1X— 17
%ETU@L.@M&DNA%EX??&%HF, SRR Al I
J R e S R UE R o R B S D 2R
32 BRI RMLERR
FH DNA 7 2% T80 0 vy 52500 7 AH 45 6 1 7 %,
284 FEAEHE T RSk T 28 BYIMOTU, PR &
N VA IX TR N SRR o AR AL R . ER
TARIN, FRRE. SRS SRR EC R (< 3), i
DABOS A S BCE AR B2 AR JORIZ A AT 118
J636 S W ) R BRI FE R B, A 2R IR
LY, X5 he s ARG ) ) AT R B R
(Marfuard, 1998). HRTFRATMEE RER, RIE &
Z R0 H3hY, o e e A e
AR, TR ATRER N K & fEFH R E W
Bz — o JRF ] RE AR M AR AR R K T AR
AERIE, EHEONRM - Z & B ix, (HAHRRES
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SR BE (ST K B R SR AR EF
BYFRARTTRE . 1X—&5 F 5 3 E HANIR 2 Hu X AH
L, e N SR XOR G L, REERE
T A () 4512 (YRO) 111k 60% A B (B S 145, 2006)
TET W, IR B 2K & 1 L9 (9RO) M 38%%1 78%
ANFE(Liu & Jiang, 2003). 4 Bl /MR BT, IR
TE AR A IR 2 4l B WG 14 RN G A R b 78 (K Uk
& 2000; HiCiH4E, 2006), &l et miax T4
BERBIEYIRAL, FERAT 45 R e ik 5 Ay H
VIR SR SRR . Tk o E R B
AT vy, D DR O] e CE W ST L X g 5 H 304
B2 HOHE, BUENY HIMAEYER /N T RIE
HahW, T8 2 MR fei 2 8 777 K

HAON PR A =77 oA =, R 2 770k
BRAB . BT REEMm, BEARE, XHA
{140 4 AR 5 T R ) ) 2 3R AT SR T A 2 R A,
IRl LG VF 22 LA 38 1M G 1 308 3 RN 0% AV 42 i,
FRTANRAEEX 54 EH, RrfessS
E R E S EAF T (Mitchell & Banks,
2005; Glen et al, 2006; Glen & Dickman, 2008). 4%t
FEE RS, ME Y A% £ 5 (Elaphodus ceph-
alophus). %7 (Sus scrofa). = 5 5l A A2 5 J A B
LR ESY), XA E A 5B AR BRI E)
VI3E 4 BHIR M B BAES . IR BRI R EEA
InCA S, ATRE SRR K, @i e, wd . fE
Jr 5 T7 2O 2 B AR S W AR A RS R G RRE i
RO B R, B B S RN DA AT A AL
B

DAAE & PR A SR 300 S B G O H 3,
FLAE B8 25 A0 FF 5 A (9 H B 2 (%FO) 1T = 1A
81%-96% (Austin et a, 2007; Rajaratnam et al, 2007;
Shehzad et a, 2012a; Leeet al, 2014). LA Hr4s
C S SR EP S OFRE S /R S TS S EE Ay it
(%FO = 100%), {HEARYF Rk 5 LA &R B
A ZRE L ELEE 5 E S S A A (1 U
H &4 ¥ %8 KBS (Rattus) 11 /) 5 & (Mus) 47 Fi
(Austin et a, 2007; Shehzad et al, 2012a; Lee et 4,
2014), i FRATTTE H FAcHh DS I 21 55 5 & 1 b mg
VIR LA B . a H B (Neodon) BA 22 115 BUE
F, SLEV)AbEF R X 505 PRI 7 45 2R A
(Xiong et al, 2017). M , Gt H H s i B i s
G BT B 5 (YFO = 83%-—100%),  1fij L AT 7E

DU 1AE B A SIA BCE % H Pt iE (Xiong et al,
2017). UMY IERIL T FKEL . BiE g B
K B (Moschus spp.) 55 Kk AU ER K514 . FHT-DNA
BT A RERL S YIRS, TOIE1S A BRI
(L . AH5 RS BIF0 M 5 1 L8 B 2R 3 P oA A
RTIAFERRON ZE 57, LAl B (R 3 AR 1 T B 1k 2
/N, HESR A T Redl & 4 SO s k.

PR E SRR, B%10, 5 B
THREY BRI SR IEYI S . A B
JE 33 5 B W) 1 5 A ik % (Seidensticker, 1976;
Shehzad et al, 2012b). H T KA 894G B 2RAR AU 450K,
FIRE S — 2B LAY, R0 2508
FHI R, FFE AR AT NEFIE (Shehzad
et a, 2012b, 2015). fifi & KA E I, TUHZIA S
PR a2 Rt A BT

AFEERSYA A F YIRS, nTReRILE
AL, A RS T ER . AR E
SR S R R T M B TR B R o 2
EaY), Bl TEMERIVREESE, 'Y
VIME & N Eh P B T o LU AT BRSNS HER, S
SEFREEZ . KIAHCERE B A IR, DA
HATHE AT R R 7L, RN T RS Wz
BV BEIERE. ST R /ML) .
33 [EES5RE

K FHIDNA % 56 TR B R - Bh A 08 B 5 07
V5 1) el B M MR A R 4 7V TG AT A AR
P BRI AT @ 511, R AR
DNAFEZE 5y e 4 S FIAG I, FAAR T XA i o 1 22
Koo BTl R SR s TR G T,
EEN T BA W R, ME et R S
RS SR o R B — PRI 7 KA = A K AR,
X 7% BB & AT BB L AT LA A B 2 1
I [ A RAS o H T 25 2 Xk DA X 43 0 s i DNA
AT AR BER R, BF T v LAPRGE L K&
KRS FE B, ANTHERK IR R Mo
FEEH

AT aE KR, HT F{FDNAFIDNA %L
T AR YA s e RO PE 20 A, AT UK 5 i [X )
IR AT PR AR AR . X T AR T X 1) B A3
VISR, 1R R IR AR S L R A S R
G MR, BYRELEREZ, STERERIE
P R P 22 5 T e b e i) R 2 ) 5 9 0 43 Ak x4
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FhILAF T N B 2L, BRI 7 T 5 AR S HUR I Bk = 55 i
J2 e i PR X f P 3 ) DR DA Jee 1) B IR A
(Wang et a, 2014). WAL 5E, )1t s i
XA Z KB AEY, RSEr T el
DL B P 52 U5 R T A 12 b XK R AR A
ANV IEAENL S AL R 2 s, T SEIR A T f#
YA RG RS RE, A BT AR A S
RGINREAYIFI 2 FENE

BT BME T, DNAZZ SIS & I RE Y™
J BT 2 AL A5 R T AT . a0 TR 2 RS AT,
RIIA FEHE I B A7 7 28 Bt 55 (Yoccoz et dl,
2012). Murray%s(2013)i i DNA 7= 46 TS 4 A A
T ETFHeR B MRINTE A, R — L )
B, A KAEFH R NRIEFZS DT KelyZs
(2014) 38 i PR 5T DNA VTl 7 v 1) #8208 22 FE% S 4y
A T AT IR B MR . 7E AP 525 453, DNAZKIY
o] DS B s 4 2 AW fa M A it e T BR 5, SEBl
B EHEEY RN PR, D 5 E
HURU TG 2 (% AKSE, 2013). b4k, H 28 5B S
6 AR EE 2 7 7 v i — P HES) T DNAZE %
TERGH A 18 B8 = R = AGFD B B 1) 07 )R &
(Zhou et al, 2013; Shi et d, 2017; Zhang et al, 2017).

R DNA S T S 43 R 78 3T 26 4 ok KK fe,
EASAEESR A 5 AL, N I RE M AR 72 2 TF K .
Tk, HDNA SIS 1) 9 Fh 45 € %% 3 GenBank -
EMBL. DDBJF AL 7 I B SR % 0t i PR )
FEXT—ANH X AT 7 F P I, ke b T %
K8 FFEHE R 7 R R BURR A o 1 S USSR A
A THI ] 5 BT /o HR A S e R, R AL
X AZ 0 DX REAT 78 53 B A E A A i 45 O SE A M A)
Tl S FEAD B8 2« HYk , GenBank HH AL (36 4 7 41

FIHE H BAEAE SRR, BUF B AR5 B AR,
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FFZ i fneet& 7849 L1
YMiE16S r RNAKIE ETL4L
B FU oAwg? FaRz Ewgat ZEF 4 R4ET O H BT

1 (bR R ME RS NFBRERRERA PO, PERCRZ BB 5E 7R TR, Jeat 100083)
2 (F AR FRIGRL AT TP B B A% T AP A T SR 2, AR S AT 132108)

FEE: E MR AR MR AR R, RO AR P R AR AP I AR LT R . AR, T AT R B A e S RE
WEfATE S KRR, AR 455 B INE AR o e A K BRI BUR RIS
AHEZEEM. WA s@sEl TR R, TF7E il JUs RS b s il A AL ak, X 45 A 2 FEE R A
TRy R BRI 70 R TR SR . (E2 BT B0 RN BE i N Tl A A B T4 1) e R R i PP AL BR,  H AT 41 1 16S
rRNAZE FE T HBETHER A28, JF B2 4307 B ik (Apis cerana)bli A A i T A= 20 3 Fh ik = 16S rRNA
FIME B o AR MRIE T 5 AN R A8 4 1R 2R 5 B 06 18 vh 73 B9 45 B8 2R 7 2 06 v 3t i 5 4 T Apibacter 187 J& 26 18, KX
FLAK16S rRNAF A, FxF H il i A RE e [0 [R5 % O TR 1) 20 AT T 2538, W 370 FeRidn & 1T TIZ IE
HRIE B e M T AR AR D I IR A 225, A8 H AR T SILV AL B 2 J8 85088 b 2 B X L3t 47 7w &2 &4y K thidk, 3%
TRy 80 v 38 75 47 (1) Apibacter J7 41, M 3R4F T £44 £ % Bee Gut Microbiota-Database (BGM-Db). ifid 1
YRy W T LA VG 7 # 0 (Apis mellifera) (¥ 178 g 3 i e 7 45 1, 70 i AN RO PRI B, JRATVR A EE T
SILVAFIRibosomal Database Project (RDP), BGM-Db % I 7718 16S rRNA (=738 5 755 /7 51 S8 1 B APl i 23
K, R,

KRR EbE WERMED, mdEEN R, BdE A, 16S rRNA

A curated 16SrRNA reference database for the classification of honeybee
and bumblebee gut microbiota

Xue Zhang', Xing'an Li2, Qinzhi Su', Qina Cao', Chenyi Li*, Qingsheng Niu?', Hao Zheng"

1 Beijing Advanced Innovation Center for Food Nutrition and Human Health, College of Food Science and Nutritional
Engineering, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100083

2 Provincial Key Laboratory of Bee Genetics and Breeding, Apiculture Science Institute of Jilin Province, Jilin City, Jilin
Province 132108

Abstract: Honey and bumble bees are import pollinators, playing significant rolesin the agricultural industry
and maintaining the bio-ecosystem balance. Recently, it was found that the bees harbor a simple, yet specific
gut microbiota. The normal bee gut microbiota makes essential contributions to host growth, endocrine
signaling, and pathogen resistance. With the development of high through-put sequencing technology,
researchers can now quickly identify the gut community structure for a low cost. This is helpful for
biodiversity, conservation and bee health studies. However, the currently-used 16S rRNA databases are not
specific enough to classify the bee gut microbiota properly. Many of the specific bacteria that enrich the gut
of Apis cerana are in the genus Apibacter. Here, we isolated Apibacter species from A. cerana collected in
five provinces of China, and added them to the current SILVA database. We also curated the nomenclature of
some existing sequences and re-classified them in the updated database. Based on the analysis of the 16S
rRNA sequencing data from one A. cerana and one Apis mellifera sample, our Bee Gut Microbiota-Database
(BGM-Db) offers a more accurate classification of bee gut microbiota at a higher resolution than either the
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SILVA or Ribosomal Database Project (RDP) database.

Key words. honey bee; gut microbiota; high-throughput sequencing; database; 16S rRNA

IR A B, BRAE I | g IR
IR i S f A, FLEE B B D RE A NN AR
YEDE Ry, PRBERL ™ & (Klein et al, 2007). IT4FK,
BT ARSI R 2 S5 R D,
PR E B k. H 20064 5 I HkiE LAk, 2ERIEH
N 22 IR 5 KB RE I i 58 A fiE (colony  collapse disor-
der, CCD), 111535 [E 23%1) 14 A 25 14 151 2k 1 45% A
_I(Cox-Foster et al, 2007). SECCDHJR K &% )7
fil f) (vanEngel sdorp et al, 2009). JT4E KRt T- 2 14
TE AR MDA T B ORI, IR I A AR M T
R A (R EYARM. BERIET. REt
B0 HRBUAMIE B0 N2 55 7 TH A AR
(Raymann et al, 2017; Zheng et al, 2017). @i X} 7
J7 B W (Apis mellifera) 7778 T 1 16S rRNA 7 & 3,
LW TR R 2L R T B BB OR ST, 2 Hb BRI BRI
SER R MR /N o B 0 i T TR A 2 8 AR
WO PR R, o5 i TE AR A VR 1 95% A |
(Engel et a, 2014; Martinson et al, 2011), 35E3Fh &
== IRPH P 1 S B 22 EQ IR B o iy FoAthuigeh, {51 dn
IR 7 # 1% (Apis cerana) . it I (Bombus) S HAth J6 il i
5 A FTE 7 e A AL () 1 38 B A 45 74 (Martinson
eta, 2011). iz iE w B A = BRI, H AR
) A VI T g g A P R b 380 R B R A TR A, AE G
AL IEALELE, IF HAFEEM B EA % AR
{1 F(Kwong et al, 2014a, 2017). [litk, WA
R I R B R 2 AR SO S IR R ) G R
TR EAERE W P L HER AT

B o B e 1Y 3 i 2 TR b AT W] DLk AT AR A
R, TR BE A N B 0 Je BRI IR AT, 4
13 2 KB 1% 0 W iE I H3RR 7 R Eai g B R 4
5, WA AaKEEIE 2K R16S rRNAJT I
TEESILVA (Pruesse et al, 2007)F14Z% b4 K4 12 1
H (Ribosomal Database Project, RDP; Cole et 4,
2014) 538 FHEcHE B b, T a0 A5 R L
XF o AL I8 P P A 0T SRR T 2 0 T
B FIREAT Ak, v i) 2 e I 3 TR A A iy 44 A5
IS ERK 2 BAEE RS S35, BIRIRTTE
WA R R i FLAT AR 22 RN DG D7 B A T I i e s, (E

WA HAR R 7 IE B - KwongZs(2017) K IR, %75 %
. K4 (Apis dorsata) flAERE A & AN A T8 )5
B W T — P RR IR ) 1 1 JR ——Apibacter, 17 H HT
15 1) Apibacter (1] 16S rRNA 4K JF 5185/, 4y B 15
B 28 i AN AT >k 3 T RE B Y Lk Apibacter  men-
salis (Praet et a, 2016)F13K [ T 4 5 ¢ A1 K% 1%
['13#% Apibacter adventoris (Kwong & Moran, 2016).
IR H A E0E 12 Apibacter J& 1112 2% 17 51 £ FE 1%
B, XM AR B RE RN K B i o Api-
bacter [& #1145 € (Kwong & Moran, 2016; Kwong et
a, 2017).

BEE I BRI K R, B % 16S rRNA%E A
BEAT ey 8 B ok 6 B e I R, 6 A [ e
S AR AN [F) R R AT LU i 5
B EEAEH 1 H TR T N luminaZ: 7 & 1) & i &
M7 EI16S rRNAJT 51 32 LA 43 1 5 A2 X 3,
BT R B A0 0 1R b 4 e ) R 2R FH RDP Fb 25
DU 325 %% (Ribosomal Database Project’s Naive
Bayesian Classifier, RDP-NBC)Xi i A= M4 43 2%
2290 R 25 g EEAT TN (Wang et al, 2007), 1%k
[y HE B P AR KRR B AR R Il 2R 8K (training set)
[141016S rRNASK (4B 211,500 bp) ()25 £ 4
JE 43 2R I FE AT FE (Mikaelyan et al, 2015). H fif
B FH16S rRNAKL T 51 43 28 488 & A0 45 SILVA
(Yilmaz et a, 2014)fIRDP (Cole et a, 2014) . 1%} T
FELREERIA S I B U E R, TR K A
BLI16S rRNA ST FE LT A1, Teikt i i T 28
SE NS, R T o 2R HE A 1% (Newton &
Roeselers, 2012; Mikaelyan et al, 2015). 45525 T
H s, FLAN BRI R IR A RS, I
HAWAET AR B AG KM F4b, BIRE G IEE
T G5 H6) AFNS 17 50, 6 B PR B R 8% L 1A
{H27E16S rRNA P FI AR LA K T 97% ] [F] — B Fil
PIAETE R (P T R B] 2 AE M . 2 A T 25 e s v
B Mk ) 22 BE PR B BE 78 & B, I 1 Ak B 3 16S
rRNA 5 51 A AU 25 31 99%, B AT A 35 [R] 40 45+ K
WIRE M AEEIR K2 7 (Engel et a, 2014; Zheng et d,
2016). 3 41 B A% 2 e i (AT 7t 32 LA T
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J7 B, 0T AR T e A L A e i T R 1) 40
T IRAFAEA R, 18 R 1) 53 R E AN 53 S U
EZ N

DRl B A1 IE 3 A B 56 2 G 25 0 2 i 1 B AL AL
[1116S rRNAKHE B, A SCHET 5 i FH H 5B
R SILVAEE 7, R H b 3 g i 1 e A 20 1A
(5 KMy 2347 KRG IE . A4, WRE T HMA.
VUNI. 5 I R RIVL PG 14 2R J7 2 0 43 25 H 961k
K7 B W T4 JE Apibacter [ Bk, A1) Sanger il
SR 4K 116S rRNAFE A, -85 HoAh 78 24
AR 2 o I T A A 78 R DR A O 1
S RM A RRRIRAL, FRATH T EF X E % 16S
rRNA =i = 7 53 41 1) 2% 75 Bee Gut Microbiota
Database (BGM-Db). Jf Hifiid xf 120 < 75 B b A1
Y VG 77 25 W P T TR 16S rRNA PR i i B e 45
HEAT 203, XFSILVA . RDPFIBGM -Do## (1) 2 i
AT T s

11 EEMHERREKRDS

IROT BN 4y R B R AR BT KA 2k
MRV IR T8 i U B VA M 51 A EL e
FIEE. iR = Wi A YLV KB B
GRS, V01U E AR BB 2 G %
A Ey SR TR B BT UAR 7 B R A b o P05
W VR T UK _F5-10 minja FH 9 Sk 857 i i 8 I 1
100 uL f125% H i (viv) (PBS pH = 7.4)784)
S . FEFPERPR U B 510K, 43 AR I 5%l
LR YETC TR 45 2 ML I CIR TR RS 7R S5 (HIA, OXOID).
5% Mt 4T 4 G W 45 2F (L 1 548 T [ R 8% 9 A
(OXOID) K ims 1 g/lL = UL% B (KIEE AW TR
AIRA B KITPY B flg 5 7 3 (F B AR A
PR 7)) HEAT RI128 . 35°C N 5% COL% 7547 1% 9748 h
BUE TR R A BHRE & R 72144 hE PRI B 7%,
17 16S rRNA B 75 PCRY™ 38 (51 4 43 3] /& 27F
1492R; Lane, 1991), /7 25 F 5NCBI 16S rRNA
Kl BT 5 AT Blastbb X, % A& 15 Apibacter .
1.2 Apibacter £1<16SrRNAFF 53 #7

¥ 3K 15 i) 4 K Apibacter 16S rRNA 5 %) 7
MEGA 73 A iR AT P I LLX, FER 345 0 ot 7
FIET N TABIE, SRJGEMEGA 73 A% R Bk
BURIE R R G K G W . 3-15 1 Apibacter ] 16S

rRNA 5 41 # 22 3] GenBank %¢ ¥ &, 541 5 N
MH478207—-MH478300.
1.3 HBES LMK
BGM-Dbf# 7 ZEHE LA 10 L T SILVA U 2 1)
JFH RERE NI X SILVAKE & KE )
B g 3 T SRV A B R B AL 4y ST AT R G R
B oA, AN EH e SCEGEE — P AR AT B T R 4
X, Hay B R T a0 i & g miE w2k k. &
I 5 4% 11 96 Apibacter B Pk 11 421K 42 K 16S rRNA
F 31, 8 5 Mothur (3 L SILVA L P 5 2%
FIEAT Hext, R ARBEKAE AL b A% 31 SILVA £ 45
J o FIFHUCLUST, LA98YH Ll Ay i {8 25 B3 T AY I
16S rRNAZE K 7 %1 o
1.4 16SrRNAEFEMSE =M F 5 2L
AR 7 RV 7 B S LR, K
ELESA20 uL i HEFKIER (20 mg/mL) -+ 75k
B = H R (CTAB) iR 213, % 0F
PR B 14 7 v $E B TEDNA, 1#E1716S rRNAZ:
[V 3+VAX PCRY™ 3 o X4 347347 1 luminarsy s
BT, K IR1G S5 RAE R A [7) B 122 2 B Ji
R R T i il ol = | R
BGM-Db J Ji7 4 11 SILVA L3 P2 Al F () RDPY 48
JEBEATAHE 432K K Mothurfi 44 [ RDPAR & T
M- 73 253, JET-80%I1 BLA5 X 1], K¢ HE 44 7 1011
Iy REE AT AL

21 MHIREPEERCES L BRIKIE

H T A T 0 i 2 4 B 10 % LR
AWM R A 28, Bl E S0 g E O
TR PR RIS R AT T L 4, TN 0328 K i 44
BTG . 20104EMartinson®s (2011): 1 16S rRNA
oo R B P T VE RS U T A K E . RN E
(Apis andreniformis)fl A& i i 18 3L AL T HHT T R4t
HIBEFE, R B 1 B A% 0 T8 L A B 8,
MR/ 2> 2K S8 B v 4 8 Alphard, Alpha-2.1,
Alpha-2.2, Beta, Firm-4, Firm-5, Gamma-1, Gamma-2
(K1), (HJE AN FREA 15 21X LR Z 0 1 B 281
PR B A B e A i 44 o AE$ TR BRI 52 2,
R BT 3] TN AT, B T I iE
{EEZL

(1) B-32T¥ B Snodgrassel laB & o il & 74>

ks
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Table1l List of the nomenclature of the curated bacterial species from bee gut

J&% Genus Fli4% Species HoAth 4z BGM-Db#i## FE 5 25 4 2%k References
Other names  BGM-Db names
Shodgrassella Shodgrassella alvi Beta Shodgrassella Martinson et al, 2012; Kwong &
Moran, 2013
Gilliamella Gilliamella apicola Gamma-1 Gilliamella Martinson et al, 2012; Kwong &
Moran, 2013
Frischella Frischella perrara Gamma-2 Frischella Engel et al, 2013
Schmidhempelia ‘ Candidatus Schmidhempelia bombi’ Schmidhempelia Martinson et al, 2014
Bartonella Bartonella apis Alpha-1 Bartonella apis Moran, 2015
Commensalibacter Commensalibacter intestini Alpha-2.1 Commensalibacter Alpha2.1  Kwong et al, 2014b
Bombella Bombella apis Alpha-2.2 Bombella Alpha2.2 Yunet a, 2017
Bombella intestini Yun et a, 2017
Parasaccharibacter ~ Parasaccharibacter apium Moran, 2015
Lactobacillus Lactobacillus mellis Firm-4 Lactobacillus Firm-4 Olofsson et a, 2014; Moran, 2015
Lactobacillus mellifer
Lactobacillus apis Firm-5 Lactobacillus Firm-5 Kwong et al, 2014b

Lactobacillus helsingborgensis
Lactobacillus melliventris
Lactobacillus kimbladii
Lactobacillus kullabergensis
Lactobacillus apinorum
Lactobacillus kunkeei
Bifidobacterium Bifidobacterium asteroides
Bifidobacterium coryneforme
Bifidobacteriumindicum
Bifidobacterium bombi
Bifidobacterium commune
Bifidobacterium bohemicum

Bombiscardovia Bombiscardovia coagulans

-~ — -~ -~ - -~ - - -

Apibacter Apibacter adventoris

~

Apibacter mensalis

Olofsson et al, 2014; Moran, 2015

Lactobacillus kunkeei Moran, 2015
Bottacini et al, 2012
Ellegaard et al, 2015

Ellegaard et al, 2015

Bifidobacterium asteroides

Bifidobacterium
coryneforme/indicum

Bifidobacterium Killer et al, 2009
bombi/commune/bohemicum Praet et a, 2015
Killer et al, 2011
Bombiscardovia Killer et al, 2010
Apibacter Kwong & Moran, 2016
Praet et al, 2016

HrR L, B0 i (Beta)ix /43 A7 B e 1l rh -
B, AEVE )T B RAR Ty g h 4N 12%, 1E
REdgrh T, N14%-40% (Kwong et al, 2017),
FE T R, WiliEREE K . 16SrRNAT
TR, X Beta® 1 J& T Neisseriaceaeft, 5
Smonsiella. NeisseriafllAlysiellaid @ HHil, 5%
SR T5%, FHIE R 73 28 (Martinson et al,
2012) . Kwong?24(2014a) M 7 75 2 W AT BE i v 7y 23 3
T £ ¥kBetafi HwkB2. wkB12HRIwkB29, H:[E] [ AH
BLEEFEQ9%LL |, 52 56 R Al (12 KR T H iU%
18 ) Senoxybacter acetivorans (93.8%). T HGH
)53 2%, AF K H iy 4 24 Snodgrassel lat# J&,

Fh iy 4 A Snodgrassella alvi . Betal# 7 718 o 3= 4y
Ai ¥ 181 g, 383 FISH 756 176 7 25 W P 1 1 1) R AR
TR 58 & B, Snodgrassellafl fiz i B B2 il A K (Mar-
tinson et a, 2012). FERFH M KB, X2F 1 & &
541 32 B A0 73 W D REAH DG [ B R, X e Tl e S5 2
PRLFE () A BSOAE %, T 40 BRI R 12 Js T AR 7R £
I 8 X B N2 FF HIX 2R i B g iSRTX &
F AR R, RTXEE AT DA H% 40 B 25 14 D) B A 1T 41K
PUAMREUR T . Steele® (2017) & ¥l Shodgrassella
alvie 5 Z MTeSSIEH A1, Jf HAE & g piE N I
FisoR, ViR T Betap fEpiE e . HAR I
A TR AV S A BAE A . ARl Shodgrassella alvi
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LR H T6SSTE HI K 1A B AN 8], i B AE A (] 2% i
2RO [E] 43 2K B 1 Snodgrassel lal)) fig 58 & 3 K 2H B
HAFFE R

(2) y-Z % # Gilliamella, Frischella, ‘Candi-
datus Schmidhempelia bombi’ . 25 i [ y-25 . 1
F#k H Orbaceaef}, fi4EGamma-1F1Gamma-2/%
NARJA) T J&@ (Martinson et al, 2011) . 16S rRNA 7 HT #
HGamma-1) 2 AF7E T & Fdt e sig e, H
F A, N 15%-40% (Kwong et al, 2017).
Gamma-1 5 Pasteurellaceae 1 Enterobacteriaceae ]
I, HRTERA KRS, HZEREIL10%, ZEH
J& i Ay 42 N Gilliamella (Martinson et al, 2012), =%
SEGH T R AL, 5 Zh47%. KwongFlMoran
(2013) M\ P 77 % e A1 i v 73 125 23Kk Gilliamel a2l
B, B Fh 4% NGilliamella apicola. %% %E K14
I3 AT R B Gammar 18 [K 21w & B2 iR /K AL & AR 1t
BAE, I B O A RS BRI 32 B B ) R
fiF(Engel et al, 2012). 1EH57 B - ¥ o BB 0f
g B RN, WH M. Zheng%s (2016) X} 424k
GilliamellaZ& [ ZH I & B, 354> Gilliamel | al# k4
B 5 0 P A il aE e AR b SIS B8R T H T RE,
W BF L B e 2 R R FEAE A

Gamma-25 H i Y5 ¥ # OrbusHl Gilliamella &
KM%l AL, HEfk E RS 452, Engel %%
(2013) M 15 77 % i R 43 38 3l Gammar 240 1, i 44 N
Frischella perrrara. % B RFik & FEAE T 5 % g b i
52 WX 38, BT REEH, Fris
chellaft & 58 5| i % i 1) 400 5 % A OB, T B
PR, 1R 5 V0 7 S0 (R A T AR Y S LA S
A TR R 1 H A58 78 (Engel et al, 2015).

M artinson%:(2014) M fE % (Bombus impatiens) (]
T HE R P B BRI RR A 1) bk Gammade T 1
MK HE R, 5Gilliamellafl Frischellad Jg T
OrbalesH, 1HJE AN [ (1) B 7 % . FH B A= s
56 = 1) 7% 1) B. impati ensi 1% B & 31T 4 5% 1 PCRYS:
E, RIZEE A7 T 90%MB. impatiens . FE K41
T R B Bk Z K ER S 2 5 SRR G PRI 2
R FINADH it 20, H R B A S PR A A DG 1Y)
RN, BALARERA R EERA. R 7%
5 RE g R L AL A . Martinson%s:(2014) 4
T % ~“Candidatus Schmidhempelia bombi”, 7& 4
3L I BGM-DbH 4% AH 56 7 41 B i 44 24 Schmid-

hempelia” .

(3) - BT B - B Il TE () oL T B & E W
EILAETE, 290 78 A ) e & 1K 20% 75 45 (Engel
etal, 2012). Z g Alphal# i £ 245 325 Alpha-1.
Alpha-2.1#1Alpha-2.2, 73 7%} i Bartonella. Com:
mensalibacter f1Bombella)& . Bartonellay Apis/& &
W& PRI 4% A5 B (Kwong et al, 2017), S5 % B Barto-
nellane [ g SR H 1 2 3R AURERE IR, 35 B 34X
ITERY (Engel et al, 2012), Jf H4mhd KE 2 HEMR &
IR A il BAREAH O (1) 3 [F] (Segers et @,
2017) 1B AL fp3E i) 52 B AL IR R A HIE - Com
mensalibacter + Z 477 T~ fE 1% (Praet et al, 2018),
WAL T Rl 7 1E F (Kim et a, 2012). Alpha-2.2+F
B ETHEER Y. Mg b, RAEN3M,
435l iy % JBombella intestini, Bombella apisfiPara-
saccharibacter apium. Bombella intestine/& HiLi%%
(2015) M RE g B B 3 B B S TR A, ReLARAE A
ME—Bki . Bombella apish\ i Jy 2 g figy o B9 45
3|, NS R4 . Parasaccharibacter apiumig s
Bl i 4y HUAE I 2 MR H 1 Jk 4% (Corby-Harris
et a, 2014, 2016).

(HFLFFE Lactobacillus Firm-4, Firm-5, %4
Ji7 & v i) Lactobacillus'5 A iz 18 (1) #H 7] 5 J& J& T A
[F] 1539597 3 . LactobacillusT= Z45 20 K48, 4>
SR E T R R 1] M Frm-4 R Firm-5, 3 24 1 ££
W5 T (R A B ), 7= RE Y i
N5%-50%, HAFE &N SRt N 2 FE L (Elleg-
aard et al, 2015). 7 K H G i 4H R A 0 2k ]
A5 K 0% 15 HCH) ol 2 %% A% i & 48 (Kwong et 4,
2014b), T HE-5 10K SEE A 2H 43 (1) W B A B g AH o0
(Ellegaard et a, 2015). Firm-4f. %5 Lactobacillus
mellisfilLactobacillus mellifer, Firm-57F 2 1471
FRET R, BIEZAEF, 324 Lactobacillus apis.
Lactobacillus helsingborgensis. Lactobacillus melli-
ventris. Lactobacillus kimbladii. Lactobacillus kulla-
bergensis#l Lactobacillus apinorum (Kwong et al,
2014b; Olofsson et a, 2014). A J& TFirm-4f1Firm-5
1) % —FfiLactobacillus kunkeei = BEAE7E T2 . 1E
Hr B, v LS EIgATUE, 1REE
) 459 1 . (Asama et al, 2015).

(5) W AFB . Bifidobacterium/e: 5 — B 1§ 4% 0
Wi E, RAFENBN M, FEMAEEE

ks
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BN, FEE e, TEApISE M g iE b 3
FEl 71 10%-30%, 7E A~ [F] A e F A v 32 22 S A K
(Kwong et al, 2017). H Fil % #7153 25 21 Bifido-
bacterium™] 43y 2 > B # (£ 1), H  Bifidobacte-
rium asteroidest 73 &5 | L2 B =y, 1B 0 A7
J7L FREEE . LR NP7 B IS 1 40 3 B 1R 12 R Bl
FA T PRL 2011 T 201 24E 4 Bottacini 25 (2012) il />, ilE
SEHE AR E A A G R, AERPIRARE b
KA E B /ER . Bifidobacterium coryneformefil
Bifidobacterium indicumpd T4 F AL FE vy, 5
Bifidobacterium asteroidesi#t b i Z5%iL, (HRGK
BIES— MR, AR BGM-DbH
i % A Bifidobacterium coryneforme/ indicum#i. T
M B W4 v 43 B F1) ) Bombiscardovia coagulans,
16S rRNA 71| 5 1% 27# B AR B B, 1E92% /%
#, 1H433Bifidobacteriaceae H 1) % — i & (Killer
et a, 2010). DL bR FREA R B B0z 1 Bifidoba-
cterium bombi. Bifidobacterium communef!Bifidob-
acterium bohemicumi?) M & 43 545 2 (Killer et al,
2009, 2011; Praet et a, 2015), 3/ fhil it 2004 4
BRI R B T — 2K, AEAR S ) BGM-Dbr
1y 44 A Bifidobacteri um bombi/commune/bohemicums.
IR B 1A% 0 i B EL A RS, (R 2
N4 T IRTA BT 220 . fEPE 7 g, Ti%
AT MM ER AR . & IER o
EEANE, X5 TS EHEH S, HEi%
B AR S TR, HERAEZW
Lactobacillus (Tarpy et al, 2015). AN [ Ff3S i) 25 i H:
¥ T TR A G AR A T AN TR, AN [R]85 A S L R 1
O W, WARTTEE., REEME et 5f
FlavobacterialesH 77k IiE B4, fir 44 JyApibacter .
ZHE H AT A A AR R AL, ol MR TT
W K 5 04 R 4 25 31 () Apibacter  adventoris (Kw-
ong & Moran 2016; Kwong et al, 2017)fi1 )\ A& i rh
73 55 3|y Apibacter mensalis (Praet et al, 2016). HiT
LRI R R D, 2> 52 #5405 P2 v Apibacter 22 %5 7 411
FIRRNTEE, AT B 4T 16S rRNAJN P 45 LA EL X
(6) 7R 75 % W iy 3 B Apibacter o 4 38 Jin B4 P2
1 Apibacter 225 17 51| 1R, AT 13 11 2R
J5 B AN R 43 B8 T 96Kk Apibacter B, X HEA T4
AR HI16S IRNADI T o K- UAS 1) 5 51 5 Hc 122
TV [ Apibacter 16S rRNA T 51 3E47 L X I g gk

R (EL). RAKESITEREKH, RyEES R
I v ) Apibacter fEBEAL I B AT IHAT /3, TSP
5 B AN K B W v 1 A A BE R A AT
FI| 1) 45 J7 % & Apibacter 5 Kwongf1Moran (2016) M
LR P 0 2R 5 3 e R 4 5 49 380 110 1R bR 4 R R B A7
BRAEREA &, RPUAFEEFESLE
Apibacter [ 3t @3 AL B R . T AN [F B B 2 6] 1)
Apibacter 2 A2 X, i B R Hb B 4340 0 5200 A1,
Apibacter J& W X A gL 2 FIAR R R, FRATT
B 45 1 2R 5 2 W iz 1 Apibacter £ 3T 4= K 1 5 41
i 0 1 ) b A B T % 0 B A 44 R TR Y
SILVASUE b, R 1 38T B ] T % 0 iz 1 1 16S
rRNAI 743 28 (R8T 1 #cd e, IFim 44 JyBGM-Db.

22 T RIBIEER T HKLERLIE

RHEARTFI16S rRNA B B 1 X 2% 1 i 18 1
W25 R 532 B Ry 22, AT ik B R 74 77 %
e AN R AR T A A, R A N Tuminaskt 3 17 18 B
16S rRNAY 14 45 F b 47wl & 7, R I 7 45
53 3 F FHBGM-Db 5 £ 47 1 SILVA F1 RDP% 45 FE
AT K (K 2).

T HU G 5 8 W RN 2R 5 W v =F B T 201 40 2K
%, PR T Ky E b RS N
a- BT, 44% LA b 1 TR FhoCE A [F) 5000 e 732K 4
B FAE (E2). BGM-Db H: 4 & JyBrucellal
Jeg, T HAth 27> B3040 P26 D 43 28 N Ensifer 1 &
Brucellafil Ensifer J& T Rhizobiales H A~ [A £} ) & &,
5517 % W 4% 0 1 B Bartonel laJ& T A — 41~ H .
M 3™ H 4 2 1) 73 S 45 IR 38 R 4y 95 1 Bartonella
J&, % Bartonellaceaef}, TJREE T HE S5
YLRTEL, BE % T E W B E S 2R
Bartonellait A H B HCiz, s A s I pp, i H 55
RENHANRIEE . 5 —Mo-ZIEHE, #idBGM-Db
AT LUK 2 SRR Fh KR, 738 B Commen-
salibacter Alpha-2.1; T SILVAUE ZE R ek H 2k
Fl|Commensalibacter J&, RDPHH 2 | 2 G # H 4>
2% #|Rhodospirillalesf} .

X T2 4 g 18 A% U B Lactobacillus, ) BGM-
Db# s 2E ] LK HE i 43 28 2 Firm-4 81 Firm-5iX 2
AN, R Firm-5H 1B FR R B B R T Rirm-4. T
I SILVA 4 22 0 A BEds 43 25 Bl Lactobacillus
J&, 7 ANE0.12% Ml 7 e K K ae s H oy 2K F
LactobacillalesH, 0.04%7; 5% Firmicutes| ]. RDP
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<—— Root

Clones from A. cerana from Qinghai
Clones from A. cerana from Jilin

Clones from A. cerana from Sichuan
Apibacter sp. B1 KJ741206

Clones from A. cerana from Sichuan

7Clones from A. cerana from Jilin

B4435-G9

B0005-23
22C60
B4435-T10
22G-20
B0005-1

J143-2-C44

B0005-3
@-43-4@71
22G-21

— A. adventoris wkB309 KT149220

Clones from 4. cerana from Qinghai

J144-1-H19

Clones from 4. cerana from Jilin

—VClones from A. cerana from Jilin

Clones from A. cerana from Jilin

Clones from Bumblebee

Clone HBG A2V3-2 DQ837638

0.01

‘.,

Clone HBG A2V3-4 DQ837639

A. adventoris wkB301 KT149221
adventoris wkB180 KT149222

Apis cerana

| Bombus spp.
| Apis mellifera

‘ Apis dorsata

E1 ET#ERE£K16SrRNAFF(1,168 bp)MIFR A EEApibacter BB ARG A B WM. TR BBERFERIIFREAT5%, B

BlFR R AT 95% .

Fig. 1 A maximum-likelihood tree of the Apibacter genus from A. cerana based on the near full-length 16S rRNA sequences (1,168
bp). Bootstrap values are indicated at the branching nodes (e > 95%, o > 75%).

o B oy R a5 SRR, R 432K B Lactobacillus
J& FlLactobacillalesH .

X} - 2 14 g 3 #% 0 1 Gilliamella, BGM-Dbll
RDPH) 73 2645 R ELSILVA 7 51l 2 i 1 0.03%410.51%
K1 51 R 4325 3l Orbaceaeft, X 7] g 42 i T SILVA
T SR A R A 1R AT B AR R, FN
AR PR T ZIH T &7 55t

XT, 1 BGM-DbHIRDPI ] A4k e v i 1) 7 1)
X2 R A AT LS . 7 E X | Orbaceae®h 1) R —
SREHET, WREA 2B S T 5 7 )
FEABL, R BGM-DbAI RDPEHE 2 T 124 e v 4>
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Fig. 2 Comparison of the behaviors of the BGM-Db, SILVA, and Ribosomal Database Project (RDP) databases when they are used
in the classification of the gut microbiota of Apis cerana and Apis mellifera
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Abstract: Metabarcoding helps to quickly assess biodiversity. In this study, we discuss popular metabar-
coding analytical tools and parameter settings. We also develop a metabarcoding biocinformatics pipeline,
EPPS, to process data from quality control of raw reads to biodiversity comparisons between samples using a
pipeline building program, Nextflow. The EPPS pipeline can summarize the time and memory cost of each
process in the pipeline. We also apply the pipeline on a test dataset and a public dataset from a previous
study. The result suggests that this pipeline can reliably analyze metabarcoding data and facilitate pipeline

sharing of metabarcoding studies.
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2012; Ji et al, 2013; Liu et a, 2013; Evans et al, 2016,
2017; Olds et a, 2016; Li et a, 2018).
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Fig. 1 The workflow of EPPS. OTU clustering step includes,
dereplication, OTU clustering and chimera detection.
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params.reads = "$PWD/input/*{ 1,2} .fastq.gz"

43 BT T 268 B N SC A (FastqSC A4 Al primer.fasSC
RS HIBinput SCAFJert, B A 4

Jnextflow run epps_v190209.nf -with-timeline
BAT I NT A FF 3843 0 45 5 . EPPSILFE 73 13k
K it FRY ST TRD AT N AETH #E 2 W20 AR ORI s
H 7 B4 IR AR i test1 B test4 H AR A 28 TAE IR AR
Aoy Mr &t 5. A -with-timeling” dy & 477 4 — A
INF1E) Y FE SO (timelinehtml), 403, %A adE T
EPPSit A% H A A 3k R T #8 1R Bf [R] LA S R ELA7 s 1)
WEEAE

) Fp B . B A, R T SO (fastg
#2028 I Trimmomatic (version 0.38) #4434 ™
¥ 5 B . Trimmomatic i % N 2 #ctn 1 -
“ILLUMINACLIP:.combined.lllumina.fasta:3:30:6:1:t
rue SLIDINGWINDOW:10:20 MINLEN:50" . Trimm-
omaticts 5t /4 H 16 bpiIFh+ 7 41 (seed) 511 uminalt)
M4k AT UL . A SR A< 3 bpSHE, #1751
B Ak SEEK UL . #:%, Trimmomatic2x i 5 VT it 5
g3, WSS R 0 500 5| 4 Sk 1 UL ik 2
3073 (2150 bpf VL AT )2z & a7 Fe 41 50l 7 51 4)
Bk M UCRCIA $)105) (K117 bpIULHELS), 741 HIVT
B 740 70 ¥ 2 i B2 - Trimmomati cid £ i Fif — /N 10
bpK: 3 2 & 1 (dliding window) Al 5 7 51 i1 5
By, WP EE N T 20, EF
FIA AT . fJ5, AEfI< 50 bprZeid il 74
Sk i A RN A2 ) 7 A3 A 2 S B A A
RUA IE [\ A1 ) 1 8] B i T Trimmomati o) i
=W, A AT RS . H A E
epps_v190209.nf 3 14 [ 2547 X} Trimmomatic ] 2 %
B 4 Sk S AT 1B 2

Trimmomati cid & £, & 4/Mfastapé =X 1 4 ST A,

Horp A 2B (1 fastg ST A, AL IE A A s [7) #5 E
B R EEHIR . B2 AN fastq s,
BET R ERSEE R R E 526 07
5. EPPSH HLREE T 1E 17 /7 51 15 3@ ik Trimmo-
matic/iT & 1 i i fasto SO . 145 SR AL & #E output 3T
PR, SO 4G 53 00 2 A i 44 FR . pe. Lfgr AT R
XK. pe2.fq’

(4) PCRE| W11k . PCRS| 438 & IN{EPCRY™
W . LBRPCREIMIA 257, BT 519
J7 B8 H 2 B A RO 5 W AR 1 T IR g o
HATPCRY 14, EPPSHtfE M HPCRS|45¢ 4= ILHC Y
TEHAT SR A R S MER . FIR, BT 514
AT A R, FLAA R s 00 R .
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E2 EPPSRIZZ—MHIZHIRTELHFE. AR RAE, BARM. REAFINBRD AN T B FML IR, filter:
MFREES, demultiplex: PCR3IMIEIMIER, MRBEZADSIINIEE SN F; merge EHIE@MMEREFT;
otu_clustering/map: OTUEE K3 #; plot: £ D . HTFMREIBEEINHER, BtENHENEANESEBSI40NFS.
RBHEFRARERMEROARSEHE, REEEFRRNESNHRENCPURE. BMHEFEIERIMET, B1MK
FREBNHERNRGHE, FMHFRRELDAFHIEE.

Fig. 2 The timeline chart of EPPS. The x-axis is the amount of time for each process in seconds. Each row indicates the name of
different stages of the analysis. filter, Data filtering; demultiplex, Primer removal and demultiplex if there are multiple primers;
merge, Merging of forward and reverse reads; otu_clustering and map, OTU clustering and mapping of reads; plot, Plotting PCA plot.
As there are four samples in the testing data set, there are four processes (1 to 4) for filter, demultiplex, merge, and map steps. Each
bar indicates the time for each process. The dark areain each bar represents the real execution time. Each bar displays two numbers:
the task duration time and the virtual memory size pesk.
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=0 - FE R I 31 A0 . Btz 56, P T b

—0.05 ° M cutadapt (Martin, 2011)% Trimmomatic (Bolger et
ol al, 2014)i47 51 7 A UL .
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Fig. 3 PCA plot based on testing data. Each dot in the figure EOUtpUtIﬁ:% PR iy 2 U9 R A

represents a test sample. The distance between dots indicates  Fx.demul.Ffq” A1 FF i 44 F% .demul Rfq” . “# dh 44

e D o g ot D SR demul. Fif” 5 7 7 47 DL L 11 1 PCR 3| #0189 51,
“FE it 4 R .demul Rfq” (. & 7 BT IC C % 7] PCR |

WERAE 7 HFF v B 51 AR TC, U6 )T 812 MRIF A .

T PCREE R B I 345 2 1T 5 BUF A A — 2. O)EHIERAF R T o I 1IE R T8 2 %

I, EPPSIli it 5€ 4 VLI 51 7 m] LLIE— 2D 0k 17 41 1) KIS T B E —20 . MPCRY 14 /N T 19 uitg
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JP R, 46 T 2 a8 o 2 R I ) A
A0 Y 7 5 ) B B 3 e 4 e AT & RN T A 1K
FEL IR A IAS: ()& FH0 T 741 v BLERIEPCR
P F I ERE, A I T 75 sk
MOTUZRE; (2)& FHllFr 41 mT LARIH I 1) 7 471
S R 2 R e 20 AR v R R e, AT 2 v il
¥ ¥ 5 ) 2= {E (Zhou et al, 2011; Masella et d,
2012; Edgar, 2013). EPPSiii f% 1 ] USEARCH
(version 10.0.240) fastq _mergepairsfir 44 If IE i Al
S 1Al By 45 R, R FHUSEARCHE X & 3 1 1E
S 1) P ARSI o . n SR 5 SR B R
R ZE T 05 %780 s M k. AT
USEARCHERIA 1) B 417 %2 (1.0), EPPSiFE%
7 REDRE PR ) B R R 3 DL B A W R 2 R
SINTHI AT SERE o A IF 5 I 45 BAF E output ST A4
Jer, Ay 44 0977 20N B 44 Bk merged.renamefasta’
TEAFE 7 Wi e i A & X —24, Flun: QIUME
HJvsearch join-pairsfir 2 (Rognes et a, 2016), DADA2
] mergePairs iy %, Mothur ) make.contigs @iy 4,
USEARCH/¥jfastqg_mergepairstii 4>, obitoolsffjobijo-
inpairedend iy & . X LEFE I S EHIIE S H G
741 {485 2R (Edgar, 2013; Rognes et al, 2016).

(6) =P ERE FHIMOTUR . fEAHIER
M) P92 J5, EPPSZAEAH R 7 41 & IF LLIR TH IR 2K
SINTIRR . A BT HIE B (read number) 24
TRE, ARG B =3 B N = 2MCHE P . EPPSTE A
USEARCH (version 10.0.240) usearch_global iy 4 5§
F#VSEARCH (version 2.10.4)ffcluster_sizefiy & %
B — RGP AT Kb . R4l
97% 1) 42 & P AR RE o Gn SR 7R A AN [A] B 2R 2
LR, WT L& B epps v190209.nf 88/T-id 0.97. 1
ANOTU HL 3 B2 5 [0 77 41 2 9 A I OTU AR 7
Hl, AT a8t tr A Fn 325, OTUERIEH
45 BAF THAE stepl_otu_clustering/otus.fastasZ {4 .
A BB FE 41 P 8 1 USEARCH 2 #
VSEARCH f#jusearch_global it 41| Fil 4= &) bt St 77 v2:
FOTUMAR R P HIEAT LT, DLIREXOTUTERFAFE
m O RE . BN FE I B X S5 R AE RAE
step2_mapping 3L AF Sk, w44 1 U7 SO a4
Fruc” . Ja, EPPSH ] perl A AN [F] () EE X 25
B, S5 RAFAE combined.uc.table” SCf 1, 1%
PR —FIRER LA, BT RINMOTUM L.

WHEAAGIFIERIAFAIZ G, 7 LAk B
17 FP A XS B E OTURI SRR AT o A2 AHXS 58 B4 1)
23 5 5\ 4 i (reference database)itt, it ¥ 5%
5508 PR AT LU AT DL B IR AR A A ) 2
FEPEAE R o DA EEXS B 45 BLAST, UCLUST
MQUME. HHHEEATERI, N T G 78 5
HIRE R, WSS TR FHOTUR AT
Ykt Z FEPE > M. W H B R BB B EQIME.
USEARCH. CROP. SWARM. HR#EFE RIS
GRRNZEER, RIMHUE — % N97%-99%.

(DRl R G AR 2 56T I PCRIEHE 22 F 5L
PCRItk & 4 (chimera) (1) 7 A o Ao I ik & 14388 &5 PR
BT BT ZHEFH PRI . EPPSHTE H
USEARCH cluster_otusir - [ 7 M Sk Aor il ik & 141
Jitke TMVSEARCHANRE B Eh K I ik &4 . ik A
FEFVSEARCH, 7 AN AT M S A K & 44
uchime_denovofir 2 (epps_v190209.nf 9217).

(@) FHr 7. T 3RFOTURI 4 MOTU
TERE A P AT 2S5, AT DLEAT R i BRI 2 4
PE(aZ FEIE) . FEAL B 2 REVE (B2 Fr 1) B 2
AFES I 2 FEE (Y2 AR 7 b o, B2 FEME AT
CIRYS B 5% s 0 1729 0 i BU s ok 0 = el STE 7/
ZAEVELL R 22 e R S TA) R AR A W AR . T
SRR S 5 RS R BE S (B2 RER ) A 2 M T %
(Cardoso et al, 2009), fu#FJaccardti i 4. Sh-
annonfl L PEFE . Serensentf Bl BRI %E . T
PCRIFIFZIA, J& T PCRIT) 7 25 U AL I 7 1 B s A AT
AN NPT FER AP B (127 (Tang et dl, 2015;
Deiner et al, 2017a; Bista et al, 2018), [AILEPPS/i
24 H] JaccardAHABA P Fig Bt S50 i ) (R AR LA

EPPSIi f 18 F RIE = MRl ggplot2 version
3.0.0.9 (Wickham, 2016), vegan version 2.4.6 (Oksa-
nen et a, 2013)Flggrepel version 0.8.0 (Slowikowski,
2018) T+ S it 1) K 22 7 AR 18] o 2 7 i i 45 2R
9 PDF#% 20 1) ST, A7 TAE step3_profiling_table/
plot.pdf o LA AR RARRAN A (122 26 TG
R, R TR PR 20 8 A A AL B s o

QWF 7K. BT AR R EEEE A AR
[1122% 7 5 FI 52K, EPPSIRIER G A&
Bl o> R AT o F P AT AEE T-EPPSIUAE ™ A IOTU
REFF, FHAREOE TR R ZR AR K 7 AT
orR, WA =R BETAAME S, BT RN
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FFAVRFIE 5> 9. BT RS K B W53 25 (Bazinet &
Cummings, 2012). (1) FHHUEE 22l ik e
FF3 5 R FE 51 EERE R SRAG YA 73 28 45
W L4 284 a1FEBLAST (Camacho et al, 2009).
MEGAN (Huson et a, 2007). MetaPhyler (Liu et a,
2010)FICARMA (Gerlach & Stoye, 2011). % /7 V2]
M RAE T HE 27 7 51| 45 56 8 (1 I ik o 1R JE 5 1,
Ft LA 255 7 31 4R (1) 5 5 1 6 W0 b 43 S8 1) 52 i) |
B3 (QF TR RN 72K W A
DNA T FI IR B kmer SR AT W Rl 73 25 o 3 L
B4y K8 A 45 SINTAX (Edgar, 2016). RDP
(Wang et al, 2007). NBC (Rosen et al, 2010). Phy-
loPythiaS (Patil et al, 2012). Phymmi#llPhymmBL
(Brady & Salzberg, 2009). iX — K7L IR A AET —
BB ST, oF U 7 41 23 2R R FE R H R, SR
8T SR D] e A1) K R R 2 R o A R e 1
TERECR, IS 7 2R HER T . QFET REK
WD TR =FOTE R R AER Y, JF H
BT RIS AE R G B W EEAE B, AT RL
KB F 52 KM Ie. ZITER BRI HARIIR, N
THERGEREN, WF 5% T 55472t
T2 RPN R G R B MBI, XD IRIE
LT EHAR R I BB (6] 2T REKE
W 1 % 1 £, % pplacer (Matsen et al, 2010). EPA
(Berger et al, 2011) fllFastTree (Price et a, 2009). [A]
I, WA o R R 2 Rl VA BEAT 2 25,
Statistical Assignment Package (SAP) (Munch et al,
2008). A~ A B 7T AT LLARHE 225 7 41 B2 1) 58 B 1 L Al
I BB B RN HEAT IR R

WL P A F R TR S5 h AR
1740 2%, AT LLAE FH 7E 28 SAP# 1+ (https://services.
birc.au.dk/sap/server). SAPE 4t iE il NetBlastl &4~
OTUMIMRFE F 41 LL X #INCBI NR %)% . MNCBI
EEXSRAT (0 [R1UE 7 41 22 AT 22 7 SIUBRIC,  FFidad Xy
PP M EE 7 510 i R 4 K & B EARR 7
A J& TR TE Wl DL S8 S SR R

2 MiE

7 IR, EPPSH Y | ARG . 2 E R
LA 1 12,5005% Hluminalll FF 45 51, #5677 51 1)K
9300 bp. 74, FATEAEA T R ATLEE (L
et al, 2018) KAt iZ AR I W B R FE A B R I

(LB

PEIUEAE AT T JexamplexCHEJe b . FFAE 5T
ZHT, P S T Bk exampleSC M4 & BL AT AT fastq
A A primer.fassC A4 5 il Bllinput S A4 JE Hb:

cp Jexample/* /input/

BATIA

nextflow run epps_v180726.nf -with-timeline

B 5 SR A IAE S Joutput/step3_
profiling_table/. combined.uc.tablex {4 /& OTU £ #%
Ao plot.pdf SCAE & 32 B 4 BT SO, SO0 3R B
T OTURM AT I FE K5 . MEBRTLUE
th, test3Fitestaff) P2 AR EE L 51, test1ftest2
(i 4H AR AL LA . 7B SRR AE 7 T, EPPSIAL
FEFRE KL)15s (K12), THAE54 METRESRL A3 [R], K4
Fe JR 6 I P 250408 o5 7 6] (63 M) /10.86 1%

(2~ FH

N7 PUE R AT N, BT T2
B R B LI EIE(L et a, 2018). Li%(2018)
¥ Kalamazooii 37 it Eaglel® i) Ll 2 Nk # 78
ANFE KA (439 BhLocation 1-8fir #4) . RFAKAE
RREEBN KRS (73 9] e, b, chirdd), HRHFA
KRR I 2 e . 8 RE S, REAL
SR AR B, KRR /D o KR 1 2-611) 7K
TR N SRAR 2 7-8(7 T~ K alamazooi] i H,
KRR o 2B FOR I E I 2 T e, WA 2 Rt
FRARABLRE S8 T B o SRR s A AR i R AR AL S 2
KT R RUAN R ARABATE: o 8/ it IRt P A3 i) A
NCBI SRA SRS2894037-SRS2894043, SRS2894045
SR

W N B fastq AT A TR finput SCA R 5, 1a
ITEPPSH IR 45 R (E4). MNEATTLLEH, & L
HIREE R MR B B2 2 R . S0 T e R
FE R 2-6H ML R ZREIE A . RFE 78
BONEM R Z R, 530 git—(Li et d,
2018). fEGTIRIHAETT I, HTEPPSA A H AL,
AET NLE, WA T E12 minBl A 5 24
AFESR AT, HAELS GIWRE AL [H], KL 2R G
D744 (6.8 G)[112.6£5 -

EPPSH I 11 75 45 SR 1 =1 5 00 by AN R B 5
SRR Rl A A S A AR R A
e, WAVREG TR Z RS R, B
T EPPSJE — SR ] S 1) 2 55 TS Jr MR o
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Fig. 4 EPPS result based on public data set. Samples are
named from 1 to 8 from upstream to downstream. The suffix
“a’, “b” and “c” indicate three replicates of the same sampling
location. Based on the PCA, the most upstream sample
(Location 1) has unique fish composition. Location 3-6 have
similar fish composition. The downstream samples (Location
7-8) share similar fish composition.
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