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TE SN o v T M 50 7 AE KT R B AR R T Ll TS T S R A AR S L kR G i R
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i i (http://www. barcodinglife. org/) X #1 3 IR FISH-BOL %4 /% Chttp://www. Fishbol. org/) 45
B o LML PR P S A DNA SFIE TR A 387 ORI AR W 2 i OG5 2 50 2 | IR 24 8 0 S AH G ek
517 A A5 Bk — 2D AT 5T 5 0 0BT R £ 28 DNA ZIE RS0 5 19 % Ml KR8 P A 10 Xof £ 258 % I8 i T o 3t
& W S Sh P A B EREE DNA K I 45 5 2 A7 % 388

BT BRI B ARBESR T DNA ZEIE B H AR 5 7 3 v i (2 B2 IECR B0 E A7 I A i o SR 58 T
R FEAS MEREZA Y COI FEH , 30 5 T2 19 4% Bt (Barcode gap) . it /& #E B . ABGD ( Automatic barcode gap
discovery) Flfy @ 48 4% (Neighbor-joining , NJ) B % P4l 5 VL2 DNA ZKIB RS A R R R 2 R0 00 224
L YT Bl 2R W ) DNA ZRIE RS 08 22 K 70 B 08 R 496 - DA O 24t 48 28 28 ) 22 FF M R B 2 (16 L 2 4K 4k
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Fig. 1 Sampling sites in the middle and lower of Wujiang river

1. 2 DNA 12 BUR FF 51 47 18

8] Ezup #EUZh WA 20 DNA il 42 i200) & 4@ B fa B HE A DNA, 5256 i 72 4% B0 & 50 58 . $2 R3]
SRR DNA il FH 5 2t 3 500k 1 0 1) BB A58 s vl Tk 2E AT A I I 847 PCR 97 3% . PCR WK &k 30 pl, Horpr
{145 Es Taq MasterMix 15 puL, E N5 945 1. 2 pL Bkl DNA 4.8 L, WK 7.8 uL, COI FHFZIEM BT
Wal i F : Fish-F1.5-TCAACCAACCACAAAGACATTGGCAC-3"; Fish-R1:5-TAGACTTCTGGGTGGC-
CAAAGAATCA-3"", PCR | W &8 :94 CHiASPE 2 min; 94 CAS M 30 5,55 ‘CiB ok 30 5,72 ‘CHEfP 30 s,
25~35 MEER ;72 CLAEM 2 min, PCR =)l BT 43 8000 1060 B9 BN 0 5 1 P ik AG T o 4G T 2 446 11 7™ ) %
TEA W s 7 58 M e
1.3 BHES

W7y 45 54 DNASTAR B8 63 56 100 7 o P F s A 0. & 5 4% I 8 0r B 8 9 SCiE 3 &8 — 4
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FASTA SCHF . ] MEGA 7. 07" Xf B A e 91 647 Fe ) . B S 38 T 6 S B9 e 948 il MEGA 7. 0 4 2 NJ # .
K Kimura 2-parameter (K2P) it & B g8, 9847 1 000 KEE , KRS ECRHBINSH. L NI Witk %
KB, X TE 2 W) Fp B NCBIChttps://www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/) fil BOLD $t#E FE AT 4 & L Xt DL 3% 4E N
B 24 7 S AR DL R TF 8% T 97 YBE A S ATRLN [ — A0 . KR 58 BUR B BT A7 COT kA& B 5 91 1%
Z BOLD %48 2 91 7] 25 3] NCBI %45 P

i F§ BOLD £k Mt R GET 8B i DNA KIS F 8 1 77 510 41 A% , 038 T K2P 8 AL 43 A8 1% 1 2 A 4% 08 1
BEBR. SAN LT RESLUY 7 Wl B AWy F 5 BT A8 KEAS 51 9 1 4> #2443 28 B4 5 (Operational taxonomic units,
OTU) ., ¥ 4 DNA & TE 5 ¢ 5 /6 Sk 845 45, f ] ABGDY*! (https://bioinfo. mnhn. fr/abi/public/abgd/
abgdweb. htm) 72273 Hr W i £ 55 OTU Bkt i 85 5 B Al ] Jukes-Cantor (JC69) . Kimura (K80) TS/TV #
Simple Distance 1 %143 5 315 43 BT o A0 XF (8] B2 5% B (Relative gap width, X) P WP ZH A5 HOE R IAE .,

2 R

2.l ¥EHEREHRER

FR1EB/R: 674 BRI 423 H 8 B35 & 47 i #8JE H (Cypriniformes) fa 28331 33 Fr, i 42
A EY 70. 21 %0, T 8B (Cyprinidae) 283841 11 WRF 26 J&§ 32 Ff, 8 FL (Cobitidae) fa 254X 1 Ffr, 3X 1J fiE
SRR R4 ) A B ) 0 S B s 5 TF B (Siluriformes) #2831 2 B 5 J8 9 Fp, 5 &R 2501 19.15%
77} H (Perciformes) 28 4L 3} 4 Bl 4 J& 5 B, 2 E A 28800 10. 64 % . FIH NCBI F1 BOLD 048 2 % % 8 &
PRl DNA 2B TR R 45 R S EE @85 REAR -8, A b, A0 1 Fh i il J& ¥ F (Rhodeus
sp O FRLEEAR T 97 % . AL AE VT L B 8 /K Vo 53 4h, & W Rl OF B AR ECk 14 R H rp g Bl A 1 B e R 4R
(Hemiculter leucisculus) , 3k 161 B ; HiR 4B 0 (Squalidus argentatus) 3£ 132 B RPN EE K 1~51
B,

2.2 DNA £ FF 5 451E

ARG ILRAF COI FEH DNA KIER T4 674 5%, P AU R 585 bp, 3 2 B/ T X EEFEAFHIH AT,
C.G % 4 Fidi M- & . A+T F a5 1670 m T GHC fm (44, 84%0) . RELH G L sh i B R ) A-T 1
k. &I G+C FRMER K A REZHN AN A FTEFIVEBEF R s L 50821 G+HC &M
XA E s AL 3 19 G+C FRAMZEMR K., BAMNTF1 53 B 45 R ik B8R 76 1R DNA ZIB M dr, R A7 s 341
ACE R 58.29%) A8 S 5 A 244 AN CH R 41, 7T1%) L R 249738 S5 B S A 232 AN CH R 39.66%)

2.3 DNA &HBEHHER

B 3% 3 WAL, 23 S B OB e o A X R P B s A B B RO . 3R 4 WO T A o st AL iR B o i R 2
Ve, Ky 17. 57 %0 AR 2 o J38h AR 2 B V2935 4% FE B8 35 a1 Fh 2858 R £ Rk QW) % f6, O
Pt AL BE B 4 5 R 3. 75 00 R 4. 54040 s MARECR T 2 V-3 38 4% FE 128 45 0 B A e R 5 S 0 e i T 349 3542 B B
B 3. 10 %6 A1 4. 95 % s HeA WA I F- 248 AE BB 0 31 0. 88% . X AMRECN 1 W Fp I 5 BL 43T AN 38 .

H AT » 3 F 35 4% BE 25 14 B 25 7 (Distance-based) I3 F R4 & & W 11 R 58 i (Monophyly-based) J& F 21y
DNA &I AR Ik 2z —" 0 eI B A 0 i b s AR S B2 T 0 A 6 b 22— B b P e R 3t 1% 1
LN Tl 0 /0N 38 A B L T 2 SR U A% T A G BB 0 L RIS AR R AR R A M 4 SR R (R 4D, 47
AN AN 0 N AR AE SR TR D BE R . 5 A1, 46 A FF A8 25 TR 15 4% Bt 1 B b Y0 SRR R £ty 5 0 o ) 2% T B 4 B 3K
N AR R B W S SR T D B

BT HFEA COI B DNA ZTE 65 7 51k NI W SR (B 2) i S SFEARILTE B 47 N K0 &9
FIEIR B REN 1 3G 7MY B 998 B MY B RS B REN 1R NI BT 80 SRR 1002,

ABGD Z3 #4553 5 iR . DNA ZTE 8 5 51 B4 42 1 T 3 F i sy 280 43 A 2 7= 4F 49 F] 195 4~ OTU, P
{H M 0.001 0 & 0.059 9, H.tp Simple Distance £ 35 ya #7464 A A X 40358 61 3] 49 4~ OTU; Jukes-
Cantor(JC69) 1 Kimura(K80) TS/ TV # &4 i) 4] &5 ) 73 A1 [ml )3 4] 73 ) OUT % H #20y 195 2] 49 4>, 24 P =
0.035 9 3 P=0.059 9 i, 3 Fs R 7 5 %l 43 55 [l 9 &) 43 3 B fe/h 22 (8, H OTU $CH 38 49, 5 NJ #
MRS R B o .
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Tab.1 Similarity of COI gene sequences and distribution of species collection sites

58I R R 24 44
WHh COT KK YR 43 A
. i it IR %"
53
NCBI BOLD I TNV vTwmIxX
JE B8 1 (Acrossocheilus labiatus) 99. 3 99.47 1 +
TE G E A (Acrossocheilus monticola) 99. 81 99.82 1 +
=~ TGS fi (Acrossocheilus yunnanensis) 99. 81 99.82 1 +
H H £ (Onychostoma sima) 97.59 98.58 1 +
Hr A2 5 i) 68 (S pinibarbus sinensis) 100 100 7 + + + +
B (Ctenopharyngodon idella) 100 99.11 1 +
77 BR 8 ( Squaliobarbus curriculus) 100 100 1 +
H fi (Mylopharyngodon piceus) 100 98.9 1 +
1 (Cyprinus carpio) 100 100 8 + + +
0 (Carassius auratus) 100 100 9 + + +
M (Pseudolaubuca sinensis) 100 100 2 +
I [K%& (Hemiculter bleekeri) 99. 81 98.94 26 +
# (Hemiculter leucisculus) 99. 81 99.45 161 + + + + + + +
5k (G 4% (Hemiculter tchangi) 100 99.12 2 +
g (Hemiculterella sauvagei) 99. 44 98.58 5 + + +
il o} KR AE fifg (Sinibrama macrops) 99. 26 99.44 17 + + +
e H (Cyprinidae) 5% ( Hy pophthalmichthys molitriz) 100 100 3 + + +
(Cypriniformes) Ta MM (Zacco platypus) 99. 07 98.23 3 + +
O 4 (Opsariichthys bidens) 100 99.12 11 + + +
R (Xenocypris argentea) 100 99.11 1 +
# B i (Xenocypris davidi) 100 99.11 2 +
) fifi  Pseudobrama simoni) 100 99.12 2 +
SRk (Pseudog yrinocheilus prochilus) 97.76 99.82 1 -+
I Wy /N (Micro physogobio kiatingensis) 99. 81 88.5 21 + +
% fi 4 (Pseudorasbora parva) 99. 81 99.82 4 +
[ 721 W) fif) (Rhinogobio cylindricus) 100 99.82 5 +
W) fi] (Rhinogobio ty pus) 100 99.82 7 +
MGEGE (Sarcocheilichthys nigripinnis) 99. 81 99.82 5 +
g i) ( Saurogobio dabryi) 100 99.12 13 + +
iR 10 (Squalidus argentatus) 99. 63 99.08 132 + +
B gty (Rhodeus ocellatus) 100 99.11 13 + +
S 52 B R 1Y 155 894 ) Bl (Rhod eus sp. ) <97 <97 17 +
. @*}(ﬂ' Rk (Misgurnus anguillicaudatus) 100 99.65 2 -+ +
(Cobitidae)
SRt H #8(Channa asiatica) 100 97.86 1 +
(Channidae) - ) o
5% [ (Cﬂilil'%ﬁje) ST Ik (Coptodon zillii) 100 100 4 + + +
(Perciformes) ‘ﬁ‘jEH' KRR (Sini perca knerii) 99. 81 100 41 ++++++ + +
(Serranidae)
i 2 B} T-BE Wy B % 1 (Rhinogobius giurinus) — 99.81/100 98.94 51 + 4+ + +
(Gobiidae) I W) R FE £ (Rhinogobius clifford popei) 99. 63 98.59 2 -+
K i i ( Hemibagrus macropterus) 99. 63 98.75 27 + + + + +
KWyt (Leiocassis longirostris) 99. 07 98.57 2 +
ol MR8 (Pseudobagrus crassilabris) 99. 63 99.62 4 + + +
S AE (Bagridae) Y] B L (Pseudobagrus truncatus) 99. 27 99.65 5 + + +
(Siluriformes) W At (Tachysurus fulvidraco) 99. 27 99.47 8 + + +
6 FiAA (Tachysurus nitidus) 99. 81 99.46 7 + +
FL EC 85 #i48 ( Tachysurus vachellii) 99.63 99.42 23 + + +
fif; Bl fih; (Silurus asotus) 100 99.65 11 + + +
(Siluridae) mg 77 ik (Silurus meridionalis) 100 100 2 + +

BRI A R s |~ XX R RAE G DL 1o n AURBEAR AR TR



%5 K OE.F.BITTRT TiEE DNALABGRR 33
R2 HEXFIIEEHN
Tab.2 The base composition of the sample sequence %
WA AR FHEE BRREE RER AL Y RANEGE CFHEE ERE&E RMER
G 14. 53 16.73 18. 29 0.03 G+C 40. 00 44. 84 49. 06 0. 06
C 25. 30 28.11 30. 77 0.04 | GHCHIH D 50. 77 54.58 55. 90 0.05
A 22.05 25. 14 27. 86 0. 04 GH+CUi & 2 42.05 43. 20 44,10 0.01
T 27.69 30. 02 33.68 0. 04 G+CUi 5 3) 26.67 36. 75 49. 74 0. 17
x3 BHEZEKRENFEINEZRSH
Tab.3 The distribution of sequence divergence at each taxonomic level
I3 22K Fo X £ /A~ /NG HE RS/ YA R/ 0 I R R/ % i 5/ Y
Fh iy 25 389 0. 00 0.52 17.57 0. 00
J& N 5 487 1. 65 7.17 16. 24 0. 00
PN 83 068 2.22 15. 84 24. 66 0. 00
3 Wit

fi& Hebert 35 AF 58 5 B 401 K 20 550 Rl I3 T LR 2 06 #3010 L+ B0 224 A 0K i 33t 1% BE g /N T
2 Y0t Ay [F]— ¥Rl L Z R A [E P Al 53 8k Hebert 48 NGB 42 Y 10 A5 Bl 4 7 2438 £ B B (10 X rule”) i % 51 5
Y+ B I - 4 368 4 B 9 O TR 1A T 45 AR BB 1) 10 4507 L TR SR A I 47 Fh el 10 RS PRECR 1
F) 81 AN T 1A 388 % B AT FE Ay 37 b i P R I R KGR B B R T 20 A 10 B —JL i 3UAT 5 b
0.8 15 30T G Wi G o 1 - 3% 35842 S B O B AT Al 9 R B BB A 10 A5 AR A5 3 10 X rule” SR o, LAY 5
Tl 23 24 U] 3 530 Ay T PR e R it R 13 A 0K D G R L L R B R ) (% 4D o B RGN A A b
(1 1 2y 46 R e T A% T WS A Bt B0 A 5 A i 4 B 189 5 IR /D i £ B 85 1 6 R/ R L D L W) R
o AR R PR S B AT SR G 2 00 BRI 10 X rule” (¥ 46 51 b o4 o ELE T 0 b Py B R 388 1% B 36 4K AR/ T 5 IR %%
Py i i 6] de /N ik A B S L A7 AE DNA ZRTE RSB0 (38 4) o EAb i iy 1y B st AL B RS O 14, 9300, 15 4R 17 B /)8
AL BE S 9. 56 06« PRI 0] A7 7 A TE R S B SR T L NJ S S A7 v 70 400 e ) S A AT LB IX 20 JF » HL AR 4%
RBOE . ZF LR AT I BRI AR AR B 1R Sb, ok 36 DRI A7 7E DNA KB i 48 Bt DNA
S S BRI 97. 30 20 - i TN G2 R IR K #1288 93 20 ML SE TR /K £13 90 D0 fry sl sy 1

FH T 25 A R B /N L R < DL B ) T TS 0 A 14 19 AR [ 3 S0 0 o o 1 3t £ B A0 o ] 3t £ S 0 2% A A
[F) + DRI A — A o 14 B (LRSS T T A R F ol ABGD 37 3 i A5 B AR (g OTU B0 H PP A% 25 5L i
/s34 P=0.0359 8 P=0.059 9 if OTU HH 5 NJ A H 25 20 3O 300, N AR IE PR A B DNA B
{138 e B 85 T B 306 ~ 6 01 g Al DX A3 Ay B A A TR 5 ol Ik Y08 6 e i S0 L A I SRR R ) R I 4 £
ABGD A ) 1 B B

TE 10 BRI N IR AR IE B R T 200 i a2 ep  BMR | g PR S5 0 L g L RLA IR 1L/ 5 R A8 R 3 DAy Y3 3 o
9 /N £ 2 AL T K BGRFRBE . 52 B ZRK L IR R WAL 2% 178 X T] Y i AT R AR P v X T B £ S 3K
7] — Ay o 14 S [ 2 DX A T A A ) P38 (5 A6 o B A 0 A N RV R4 5 A 7K A 1ty B 11 38 1 7%
SRS AT 4 LR Y 2% el (1 ol R () 5 A0 2 77 AR B 11 38 A% A o X0 T 52T 0 3 2 VT A A 1 e A 38
BIFELS S MR - 1 S 0 R U R AR 5 o b I 3 e A 9% i AR . T 4 T U A B T o LA
ES R R AU L

Ui 8k 3 BELELAE A K A W JR RS T L L DE RE DAL . AT T B A AT 2 L 0 OR T R XA
R EL P B0 A 9 B A R T 8 L DN 5 R DX RT3t 1Y 08 B T R by TR B 2 R PR S U SO
SRR S AL BB A . Y AT R T AL A0 U8 8k 1 e Bt A 3 AR AT 2 L 4 R O A% A T 2 77 A 5
oAl s JUIAE b e 5 TR W 226 5 L5 T B DAY R A ] A0 A 7 oo R B 1 it % A
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Tab.4 The mean intra-specific distance, the max intra-specific distance and

the nearest neighbour distance of COI gene in each species

/L no CPHENBAEE R BRI NBEER  BORSWR  HRIEARAS K BOLD FifyS Rl R R /N i 1 I
A g 1 0 L WJCOI1539-21 19. 83
FRE e 4 0 0 £ 1) WJCO1663-21 19. 15
T8 B 2 17.57 17. 57 fi WJCOI222-21 17. 86
ISP =2 1 0 mEEM WJCO0I003-21 10.18
Ji 1 g fa 1 0 mHtEA WJCO0I003-21 7.18
mHtIEM 1 0 pARE, =% WJCOI002-21 7.18
fif) 9 0.1 0.18 rp 4 (5] o] i WJCOI1529-21 10. 72
i fh 1 0 e WJCOI1671-21 8.79
i 8 0.18 0. 36 v 4 {51 ] it WJCOI529-21 11. 44
R 26 0.27 0.72 g WJCOI220-21 5.93
%% 161 0.3 1.47 ik K4 WJCOI215-21 2.78
ik R 2 0 0 5 WJCOI180-21 2.78
g 5 0.25 0.55 5 WJCOI172-21 5.11
i3 3 0.36 0.55 7 MR fig WJCOI668-21 9.35
SR/ 21 0.61 2.22 I iy WJCOI457-21 11. 68
H 1 0 7 B i WJCOI668-21 9.29
I 1 0 ~HtEfA WJCOI003-21 7.62
O 11 0 0 T B IR WJCO0I1674-21 9.22
AL 2 0 0 2 WJCOI671-21 9.2
SRIK A 1 0 i WJCO0I023-21 12. 26
i a 2 3.75 3.75 g WJCOI218-21 9. 67
FHif 4 0. 09 0.18 L i WJCOI669-21 16. 34
[5] 145 Wy i 5 0 0 Wy WJCOI352-21 3.35
Wy fi 7 0.09 0.18 [53] £5 Wy fif) WJCOI348-21 3.35
fe A f £y 13 3.1 5.99 5 4 WJCOI536-21 17. 46
L GE fi 5 0. 88 2.22 R A WJCOI536-21 14. 64
I i 13 4.95 14. 93 R A WJCOI592-21 9.56
KR AE ff 17 0.02 0.18 DR WJCOI043-21 8. 66
Hp A {51 3] 0 7 0.21 0.55 il WJCO0I005-21 10. 72
KR fif) 132 0. 85 9.23 I WJCOI457-21 9.56
PN F38 1 0 B B WJCO01671-21 8. 86
R i 2 0 0 AL i WJCOI1669-21 1. 65
KA il 1 0 . fil WJCOI671-21 1. 65
Vi B 3 0 0 o[ WJCOI290-21 9.22
WIKVIEfM 2 4.54 4,54 TRy R R £ WJCO0I1390-21 14. 82
FREW g A 51 0. 68 2.41 We LR Wy i % WJCOI357-21 14. 82
K HR f5% 41 0. 06 0. 36 IR Fif WJCOI318-21 20
Rt il 27 0. 24 0.73 B IR ¥ il WJCOI311-21 14.43
Ky fifs 2 0.18 0.18 HLE i WJCOI225-21 2.22
DIl =2 4 0.27 0.55 KWy fifs WJCOI228-21 2.22
it 8 0.1 0.18 £ ) 4 WJCOI228-21 10. 68
HHEH M 7 0.16 0. 36 TO IS % i fa WJCOI325-21 5. 32
I ) 8 5 0.07 0.18 e WJCOI302-21 7.01
WIREFm 23 0.62 1. 66 b RES ¢ K] WJCOI302-21 5.32
i 11 0. 61 3.16 il WJCOI469-21 8.15
i 2 0.73 0.73 il WJCOI461-21 8.15

ERPYRNNLT 24 WE 1
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KOE.F BT TIRT Tk & X DNA LB &K

% (H. leucisculus, n=161)

A (H. tchangi, n=2 )
2% (H. sauvagei, n=5)

D14 (H. bleekeri, n=26)

SRR (S, macrops, n=17)
WAf (P sinensis, n=2)
5% ( H. molitrix, n=3)
JFEfR (X, davidi, n=2)

(X. argentea, n=1 )
(C.idella, n=1)
7 ( M. piceus, n=1)
S. curriculus, n=1)
P. simoni, n=2)
SelEfE (7. platypus, n=3)
o (0. bidens, n=13)
gfity (S. dabryi, n=13)

Wit (R. typus, n=7)
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Fig. 2 Neighbor-joining trees of fish DNA barcodes in the middle and lower of Wujiang river
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Animal Sciences

DNA Barcoding of Fishes in the Middle and Lower Reaches of Wujiang River

ZHANG Yu', LI Ruojian®, CHENG Ruli', WANG Meng',
LIU Zhihao, CHEN Qiliang, LI Yingwen', SHEN Yanjun'
(1. Chongging Key Laboratory of Animal Biology. College of Life Science, Chongging Normal University, Chongqing 401331}
2. Agricultural Integrated Service Center, Yanglongsi, Xifeng, Xifeng Guizhou 551106, China)

Abstract: [Purposes]In order to investigate the fish resources in the middle and lower reaches of the Wujiang river, and initially
construct the fish DNA barcoding database in the Wujiang river basin. [ Methods ] Based on the COI gene as DNA barcode, the
molecular identification of 647 fish samples from the main stream of Wujiang river was carried out by the barcode gap analysis,
ABGD (Automatic barcode gap discovery) analysis and neighbor-joining phylogenetic tree. [Findings]1) A total of 47 fish species
were identified by morphological identification, belonging to 3 orders, 8 families and 35 genera. 2) The barcode gap analysis showed
that there was no barcode gap between Saurogobio dabryi and Squalidus argentatus among non-single sample species. 3) The
constructed NJ phylogenetic tree showed that 47 species were respectively clustered into individual branches. The results of ABGD
analysis showed that the 647 fish samples could be divided into 49 OTU, which was similar to the results of NJ phylogenetic tree.
4) The results of DNA barcoding were consistent with those of morphological identification. [ Conclusions]Overall, the success rate
of DNA barcodes identification was 97.22%. This study preliminatively constructed the fish DNA Barcoding database in the
Wujiang river basin, which provided some scientific basis and data support for the conservation of fish biodiversity in the Wujiang
river basin.

Keywords: Wujiang river; DNA barcoding; COI gene; fish resources
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