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INE DNA AR K IE A 2R 150 F B Rz
Yo HE, HARS, B Mk, T2 ¥R TN Ok
(PEFIFEAFF R, LFE 100012)

A I SIS SR AR A AR E 2R o 5T DNA(eDNA) BAAS fKH & N & /1
TV RA TE A7, AR M I Az AT . ST IR DNA BOR B AR ER A5 BORRAL S 73 L [ A A iE T B
RUASZ BRI AR KRR AN TTHIBEAT 72818 . eDNAFIRFFAERE — 8 RIBRIE , AN RE7E HUE G772 . eDNA Y

ARAELE TR HREE S AL L eDNA $2HL .eDNA 41

R RGBT A EED R, AP BB AR

[ ) S 56 77 58, T 520 e DNA BRI R0 o eDNA BOAR E EEW T 8 Wi 22 BEAE RS I AR DRI I L i fe

TR R f S A P) BEAL S A T THT . ERAR [ Y eDNA RS A0 AN W, (EUAH LU [ AME 58 07 [ 5 B —

T E.
KB : eDNA; 2R a2
FESES:Q178.1 XHAREE A

GERYOK ERYIF AT 10 000 #2515
BR8] 40% H1 42 BRF HE 3 40 1Y) 1/4(Dudgeon et
al,2006; Lundberg et al,2000; Nelson et al,2016), ffi
KYFREAL 2 eV H RTK A A2 R G g R
B — R FeFR(Zou et al, 2020) , B AT HE {4 5 A1
A OE (R, 2015), (H 2 B T /KR TS 4 o B2 4l
5 R NAR S % B R 3R 3 B S R TUR R (Be-
verton, 1991), K LA D XA EIFHE . E50
IR A — R TR Can X4 S S D I T
3 R TE B AR BAA R, i T AR
PEAR 37 1 47] 32 (Zhang et al, 2020). H 8648 28 PS4k
N HUR D 3 B A DR 2 DA AR 3 A e A T A
A A KR B B BOR A b 22 R8O e BLSS e, (615

0 28 B Y5 A A D PR A O A 5% 5 L 2018), A Y
DNA AR Ge g i G bk 1) & R — s 1
FE G T7 (IR &4, 2020) , 8 IV FEBR R B2 .

A MFREE DNA $AR B HAR SR BORIRE A
T E N AMIT TR IR BAAZ BRI AR R B a7
T 4RIR , A EE DNA BORAE 8258 Wil b iy 7 i 32 it
2%,
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1 eDNAEMNBRMLES

#7135 DNA (Environment DNA, fij # eDNA) /& 1§
AL CAMFREEAE S (7K 38 25 ke ) h B B R
ELF Y DNA F BRI, =25k 3 30 i)
SRR DNA RS, BEAL & A iR 48 i B2k
PRI ZE A ORh VR 55 8 0 81 0 55 1 3 B 200 i L 1
DNA, 160, 55 2 J 40 1 i 2 A R T 31 34 5w 1) a4
DNA(Rees et al, 2014a;2014b). [ ¥F1% DNA 7 A
FE MRS REA 4 38 DNA , 35 50F Hd AT 4847 R B,
1 DU R 43S 13 T Ak EDORE PR 58 Hp A 43 A IR
LI 77 7% (Deiner et al, 2015). %3 AR FAI N H T+
AR Y2 , 2000 £E H1 Rondon %5 (2000) 42 H X — 4%
52005 £F Martellini 25 (2005) I\ 7K F£ 1 2 HU DNA 5
FHR KT GIE, B T REH T KEAS R
S () b % ; 2008 4 Ficetola 25 (2008) F1| il eDNA ;A
IBEEN R YFhSE E 2k, 1 e DNA B B RN F E 7K
ARSI b, 28 e DNA HARALE 7K A A 4 A 1)
JS7 FH IR R o A% A A W KR T DA SR R T v
(Eichmiller et al,2014) i1 (Aglieri et al, 2020). /it J#
(Takahara et al, 2013). A\ 7K #fi (Ficetola et al ,2008)
TR (R 5, 2020) 5 s FL IR I AP0 AR (Rees
et al, 2014a). J€ 17 2& (Hunter et al, 2019). I 7 5 ¥
(Harper et al, 2019b). 1% 25 (12 & %% , 2020). 1 25 (Til-
lotson et al,2018;Doi et al, 2017a; Crookes et al, 2020)
S, Jorp 20 AR AR R N 1 32 G G, B P A
W Je B ) 2 FEYET 98 (Zou et al, 20205 Aglieri et
al, 2020)~ N2 4% W5l (Miralles et al, 2019). JifE 2
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2o & 2022 43 A

F 4 Fe W (Thomsen et al , 2012) 2E 4 &A% i1 (Tillot-
son et al ,2018)%% /7 M »

R SR AR W S B E
VLR 456 7E VT B S5 (M 545, 2016), H 45 2R 1

B TR B A S, B — W
M3 5E DNA $ORBFUNES & 7 A 70 7 HAR, ATEU
FE R 2 9] P A, A8 R A e 1 DA R A 5 R B
WAHIRKHI S . WEHBEE].

®1 BXREFHES XS eDNAKALILER

Tab.1 Advantages and disadvantages of traditional methods and eDNA technology for fish resource survey

i o B
AREI R, L & SR AL A BB AT e
Il 32z .
REGEIE A RE R B KT S R B ILEEREAN

A —SE I 20 S
HE LB

X UL RS T
eDNATA ATE R OIS LI,
NSRS RN, WA R

BRIV £ SRR /N 5 LRI L R R

TR MR TS DR E OB A E 5
KARH) DNA W RE A At A )4 i
B X5 Y
R AEYE B AR

eDNA B M 181 58 BARAFAE T 205 (B A
FE 563 [, UL B G DA D S 36 A 2 0 A B IR R
T H IR B P o B PR g 5 R . AR B PR R 3R v
FEAEZIAE R BEA I 2], — el TREA R D
AR I RAR, AT 3E S 3G R R AR R . B PE
U A AN AE AL B 45 R R A AR B 22
[8] )58 S5 Y B 48 A B A% 4R 3 BURANFAE I
PP T H AR DNA, X T35 G 7 A iR S 4w
i B 3 B R3S B AR i 2 TR 1 8% 120 06 S, A 35 A
F A AR PR PR DU AT DA o AR i B9 R 25 U K
ST REHLIEE e o

2 eDNAHARRERAE

eDNA F AR W5 W #8128 KA 0] 43 g 52 56 3 2 A0
M FE o SEBG R FEAT A 5 1R SE 5 A FE L eDNA (1142
HY .eDNA 44 .eDNA M 7 , 73 i #24 AE W15 2.5
IHTCA R GE it 22 b . AR B R 1,

.
.
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Fig.1 Flow chart of the eDNA method

of fish monitoring

2.1 HmHIRESLE
Pt R RAR IR T 5256 H A DAL B AR i =
FEANRRA , 3 B0 28 5 AL SRR IR 8] CRAFE AL E R

FEIKIR RS o SRR [A] S i 48 P [ e .
FR I T HIAK RS K R G, R IR K
1A A 1 SR AE 4 35 1 Fh e DNA B £ (Zhang et al , 2019).
SRAFEVR B 32 AR K AR R, A BE 7K A SR BT
KR EA JL+ 2= T (Ulibarri et al, 2017)F] JL+ 7+
(Civade et al, 2016) N5, (HZE K #i4EH T 1~2 L
(Amberg et al, 2015; Pfleger et al, 2016), H ¥4 &7
() 25 & SRR T DA 3G 0 40 b (1) A HE ABE 2R (Rees et al,
2014b; Shaw et al,2016). A T B 1IEFE &2 (8] HILAE
M5 Y, RFEZFILAE RAFE Z 07 BT IH 2 R
A i FEI R B, BIRCREMER —h SR
Al K AE BT I

FE b 4k 28 07 2 B PTUEVE S B0k B S
JEVE o Tk BRI KRR () R SR A B A IR KK
BB, T V2 RN B 00 ¥ A H /AR (1 /K (Thom-
sen et al, 2012;Doi et al, 2017b), 1 & v Il 3& FH - K
PRFARE S o 98 ORI 23 9 37 41 8 AN 2 56 = 4 9 o
P4 1 FH T BE B A L, D is g F2 H eDNA
(PR fift , KA 25 5 IS & /D (Sigsgaard et al,2017) 5 5E
65 25 Hh Y SR AR U B KA, LE VA R 25 R is f B
S0 = s Al e, v A] R I TR] TR) R N R T 24 h
(Simmons et al, 2016). eDNA [113k B 55 8 15 19 %4 iR
FALGFMERKIIRR. LKRE, IRE 4R,
T T2 21 4 2% DB s 181 oy LA W Bt DN B 11 i 9 1k
Jii, $& 1 7 eDNA BRI B )72 18 F (Majane-
va et al, 2018, Tsuji et al, 2019); FL4%2 K /N AL 5 0
eDNA [ 3R B A 5 i 25 0 8 330, 1Y) A 25(2019)
b 4 FhFL4% (10.5.1.0.45 wm) JEJE X £ 2 eDNA
SRR, 45 5 Bom 0.45 wm JERE SR BUCR e . X
T AR 2 K AR AT DLk BT 98, B A — k2
WA s 4 e v T R AP 5 K RORE A0 5t 5 197 L el i B 32
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W MELE PRI DNA B R K £ 2K W) o &y 7 F] 135

FEVEFE, T4 8] (Ma et al, 2016).  [F]#f , € i 72
P, LR i G, i U T S 19 31 R I R A Y G IR
R URMEAE , BRI A28 e DNA (1) P AR IE FE
2.2 DNARE

eDNA $2 U7 A AESFIR KFEFE 520 e DNA A5
Wz, B RiaE 7T s SR EOT 204 76 I DNA
PR S AN AE 73 B934 (K 2) . T DNA $2 5K
) S0 17 B AN 1 (R C%E (Tsuji et al,2019),
N2 HUSEIR T AT o AN IR G P b ) i AL
AR, Jessica Z(2016) WAl T 6 Fhd 0L () 5 Ak
FI G e DNA I HR IR , 45 31 1 i A A0 HoAth
R AR B . — a8 eDNA Il L DNeasy
Blood and Tissue DNA $ U 7] & (DNeasy ; Qiagen)
PowerWater DNA 2 U 77| & (PowerWater , Mobio)
F#% 4]z , DNeasy i /1| £ AHE T PowerWater a7
B E H 58, 1 PowerWater i 771 & 1] LA 2088 =
PCR 3™ 1 2 A 5 7 (Eichmiller et al, 2016). 7E#;
R, 248 O 7> B R L eDNA , WAH 7 25
B N b gk = IR R A E (CTAB)E AR Y —
SN =7 B (PC)VZ: , 5256 3 B VA 43 B A — Le i
LT RIS 20T 7 & (Deiner et al, 2015), {H [A]
RNEAE B L A .
2.3 PCR¥/ 1

F 5210 e DNA 7 VA6 I A 12 R R 1) 1 %2
Al 2% 5, PCR 51 ) 0 2% T2 05 X B 1) 346 36 A R oK
(Zhang et al, 2020), AR 4 5256 H 10 RT 43 A4 7 4G
N 7% 2% 245 45 I (Shu et al, 2020; Wang et al, 2020)
(F£2). B3 VER I E X N AZ Y0 Fh (Takahara et al,
2013). ¥l f&s 22 # ¥ i1 (Thomsen et al, 2012) 5 # 4= 4
& 1 % (Takahara et al, 2012)% , {# 1% 4t PCR 1] DA
FIWr B bR R ) H TG, o€ B PCR AL & H A=Y 1 A=
Wy (Tillotson et al , 2018 ; Takahara et al,2012).

TSR TR R L T 28 20 R 1 M 0 g
i F PCR 51 9 [R5 A\ 22 AN A= W 44 47 3 DNA P 45
& eyl = B R (Zhang et al, 2020) 7] PR 3 4 5]
ZAW)F , Miya Z8(2015)i8 i SEIG 7045 21— Fh 1 28
I8 F 1 51 %) MiFish, BN BILTE 125 2 60 18 0 &
ARG . X T A E XSS E SRS, 5
W) 3 2 e, — TR 5T B 51 P 1 e RT REAS
SEATEH T 51— W 5T, X EE AR AR A AT X A A
B 3R AT 106 3% (Zhang et al , 2020). {HE ARSI, A
LC T4 % DNA , 2 K14 DNA 5 3& & /E )y eDNA %
SIEIL bR (B W55, 2019), % H TH 341 H bx 751
X154 12S.16S.Cytb LA K COI(# 2).

2.4 NEFREES

MFH AR CE K RERFEIA. AT — A7
generation sequencing , NGS) i# & Pt . v #f M &1 (5 B
K, BA LA B N BRI B IR 2 2
FoARMFHEA, BT ZRMFEARKTFEAY K
25w B 454 FEBERR I Y Y £ \lumina 23 7] 1 Hisep 1
Misep -6 5. HL— sl B Ml P 22 48 ] Sa%
JF 35 AR (Janosik & Johnston, 2015), 22 /N # (Un #f 4
AN PR 22 00D 00 DA P s e DAY
A ] R (TR 55 2020)

RS A I A58 R AR e R S G S R E i
VKRATTE H Wr H AR A A o 8 1 e 41 B
E o SRR I R O A gk AT 4% Ol e AN
OTU (Operational Taxonomic Units, ] & {F 4 73 2
T TG, AHARENE OTU /741 147 BLAST LL XAl
VIR RE , 15 BB A AR RS B HeXS
R HC A P R DL AR 4l g sk s 2t 57 ) A M A
AT DU B4 AT S RE BT B E L B P

3 ARINEENEY SRR

H eDNA HARRN FH B A LK, EK A APt S
BT TR E. £ (Wang et al, 2020)
SRt 324 F 12K e DNA SCHRIEAT /04T, G5 SRR B, AHOGHY
FROCHR BB A3 N, DLSEE I A E KR 2, R4
Hh [ f SR R (RIS T AT ST LL AR . BFST
PR a e aE 2 SR AR N FE Y B el NG e/ P
Forill AR A B AR T E Rl S (GR 2)

3.1 ESMNARBERE

311 #ELZHEEN FEEKELESRAWBIR,
A 2R I TR IR, AR N AR
T 0 AR, HE A DLt 25 S Fh Gy B 2L, eDNA H
A L X — TR . Giorgio 220200454 T /K T H
P2 15 T KR AR LA R /N FASE Y 3 457 3 Pl A
Gu 715 eDNA B R I E AR LM (DR 2 FF
PE) , B 4 I e DNA HEAR 2 Re 8 o tH DI Be i 2 #F
A gD IO R f R G 1) )77 Valentini %5(2016)i#
BESEEGRB, AR riA E Ek 7 sE A L, e DNA %2 2%
TEA A AR b7 H i A AR 22 5 78 89% HA
FUNL R, 8 FH eDNA 7 5% TG 7 246 0 21 1 S 4L
T EEER T A . EARARE, BAR
eDNA FEAR A 2 PV IR I 26 iy AL 42 7 v (H A
NIERGAFAE— 2 W R BRI, ARG AL Z 772,
M2 0] LME IR G i Bh T B PRI R A



136 0543 B4 2 W) K £ A F £ X 2022 4 3 H
%2 EMSMER eDNA Ml & 2195 F
Tab.2 Applications of eDNA technology for fish monitoring at home and abroad
2 n Wi WX 519 4 4 s .
Y DNA ## SRR
T i m P KB KRibp s o R
2018 RN e MiFish 128 220 DNeasy (Qiagen) Sanger Sequencing  Ushio et al,2018
2019 R e TSOISSED e 200 PCI — Jeunen et al, 2019
16S2R
2020 R T MiFish 128 167 DNeasy (Qiagen) IllluminaMiSeq  Aglieri et al,2020
= oy QIAamp DNA Stool Mini o Eichmiller et al,
2014 IFPANEE W Carpeytb Cytb 200 Kit(Qigen) 2014
2013 WFPANAR WbYE  Bluegill Cytb  Cytb 100 DNeasy (Qiagen) Sanger Sequencing Takahara et al,2013
2015 WRhNAR L — D-loop 100 CTAB — Turner et al, 2015
; SR
N N PowerWater DNA Next-Generation
B b ~ X i , ,
2019 SRiWifG b CruCarp Cytb  Cytb  50~150 Kit( Mobio) DNA Sequencing Harper et al,2019a
Lo Thomsen et al
2012 BWHGE FishCB Cytb 130 DNeasy (Qiagen) — 012
B
. i/ . .
2012 AEWEALS VE CpCyB Cytb 78 DNeasy (Qiagen) Sanger Sequencing Takahara et al,2012
2016 EMRAGE — Cytb 127 DNeasy (Qiagen) - Ya“‘a‘é‘é’f‘é e
2020 EREME W# L14912-YB Cytb 285 P OWer(Wl\j‘It:];g)I\‘A Kt juminaMiseq 2020
N M=
2020 EZ 2 ;gﬁm MiFish 128 180 DNeasy (Qiagen) BGISEQ-500 Zou et al,2020
" 2020 ZRPE N 168 16S  133~140 DNeasy (Qiagen) IlluminaHiSeq 4000  Qu et al,2020
N § GAS4 313 PowerWater DNA kit
B YAl _ ,
2018 WA W GASAN Col1 113 ( Mobio) Xu et al, 2018
2018  EHMife WK YFPDloop  D-loop 102 Water DNA Kit(Qiagen) — FH A, 2019
T CTRORNE SRR BRI
Note: “—” indicates that the original article did not specify.

312 #ERHAEPNEEN EER BTAEVMNR,
XSGR 1 EOR, fFEZE UL, A

3.1.3 B 5 WA o K BN A5 VI Cn
R A 8 A FEL AR D AR KRR B b > S 31X S6 2 5

AT EYINAZ BIAVRIZ A IR (55 A8 SCE 2006).
MNZF BT BOHAT W, X2 SR A B R
HEME L (Hulme,2006). (£ 77 5FENFE77, I HAE
G BEAG L ME LU I 2P0, e DNA REAR L bk 63X
L6 ] i (Rees et al,2014a;Ficetola et al,2008). Takaha-
ra 55 (2013) N F A 74N KRRt A0 7 /4> By 0 Bt v ade
701 R, X8 g A LI I H AR AT DA IR K FH
4. (Lepomis macrochirus) , 5 L8 W BEH KB ;s A fAL
H1 LK 515 FH eDNA T3l 2 i B AL WS 3 1)
M3 LA 73 H AR A WSS B b I ks 21 18
8RR . [FIFF, Eichmiller 2 (2016) . F eDNA 4
A M2 e Y LRl A HR L Cyprinus carpiod [P
NGO, RGP, [ eDNA
JIERE T S PO A B\ AR 1 SR AEALE , DTl
NIRRT Bt IS .

HISER AL . BT RA RS O
RAFEERHIE , e DNA 73 AT B8R JCHL & T Hifa K A=)
b f Bl R 43 A W (Valentini et al, 2016). Philip £
(2012) 7E BRI 117 98 A~ R S8 Tt I ¥ v AR I R AR 7K
FE, A3 K H R B A 5% DNA, 28 i 52 77 m] A
a0 2 PR AR B AN E S BEAN S HE . Schmelzle &
Kinziger(2016) LR T 144877155 eDNA J7 1% A
A Je U b 0 RT A 2 X T S i S 4 B T ) A S )
Fofr il v R B2 8 (Eucyclogobius newberryi) R # H 2R,
FI AT 73 M7 R B eDNA J7 325 (16 3R L 2 4%
GITVE ) 245 A% G 07 v R A U 2 1) AL eDNA VL
WA 2] 7 EEY)Fh . 1F A KA DNA TE R85 A 6 fir
ANTE B 2, eDNA BEAR 0] DUE N A 280 TR AET
12 1 53 85 A b e WU R A AT ) P B AR A7 ol
KA A o
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314 #RAEWELE —HLUCK, SIMAEWEIEAY
75 T R AFE FE AR LD, For— AN B SR R 2 30 )
U5 < B e FLXE U, T8 7 AN (8 (429545, 2014)
Takahara %5 (2012)i# 1zt 5 P A1 [E)A50: , 7 — i fily
AR ) 1Y) eDNA 7725, 45 FER WTE /K 77 77 5 Aty
b, eDNA R B 55 8 AR ) 5 35 52 1R AH G, eDNA IR
JEEAG B 1R AR ) B N e % e 8 T LA [ AR BRI
(Y AE S AT, I HLX il 7 2511 B e 61 PRI . Tillot-
son 25 (2018)HF 7t T eDNA I & 15 7 B i ¥ B 27 [ 76
R AR 25 TR IR 00 R, AR S B M 04 S,
B — AR, 3E 1 R F eDNA IR B 1T DLTRUAG fik
(& B . 8 FH X R v 3 R A (VG /AR L LK
B ERERPHMESEWMEER HREEZREE,
A DL ST — MR AL I o e DNA I 5 SR T 4125 11 2E
Vi, A BT A B

BT LA B E B [, A B A T
1 4158 eDNA TE KA v R 35 AT 52 BL f2 eDNA Fir
M ZBH AR T IERI VAL . Dejean % (201 )R 5T T
FABAI M DNA TEIR K AES RGP IR AN, 18
2% DNA 55, W HE % AT (ARG 48 AT EH 8] (i 37 o
DNA (14 R Ak 0 14 0 i B [5] 11 AR, 1E A2 %R 1 4T F
T eDNA R TR AV % I T 5« Takahara 55
(2015) VAl 1 AN [RIRE b AR BE 5 1 OKBE A5 5 1
PCR B AR V2 Y0 A4 AR XA I 7K A i e DN (1) 51
I i 15 <Rl M A A VR R AN B /D PCR A8
BROAG I eDNA” ) 4518 o I 86 7 iR B8 1 38 7T il 15
eDNA FEA S F T 1 28 5 05 o 5 R s o
3.2 ERFFRHE

WA K2 eDNA (A 78 BARAH TR /D>, (R 5
SEARLESE N, W FT T W) DA 2 RE PR RN W AE A Bl O
15 (2018)F H e DNA W I Wi £ 3 ) v 46 63 i 2
WIS, G AR KT T 24 KA 553047 eD-
NA 73BT, 85 J R I A3 (1R H 361 PN AR, T
16N R AR 5 AR, I A A 2 e S B A
A R AR A T A I BR SR . Zou 5
(2020) F1ET 3% 55 (2020) # A FH eDNA 7 55 TS 4 A
R ZFEEAT TR, 45 R R eDNA 72 56 %4
AT DL R A W £ 2 2 R S (] A0 A, e IR T
FEGE T VLI R IR . kA, A B 9 5 TF R T
FLIX 38 1 55 eDNA 5| 1 i de it 78 (7K % 4 %5, 2019
Zhang et al, 2020), % eDNA Wl 1 28 77 vE 34T PEAL
2R (HE 22 4%, 20185 Shu et al, 2020; Wang et al,
2020), J eDNA F AR R T #2007 T 4@ 4t 7 1R
SR

eDNA F AU E A —Fhif & F Bt R AE S
e R, B AR T2 B8 AT S, TSR T I £
FIE, A TR B AR 2% . Antognazza
25(2019) % 37 T fiff (Alosa sp.) ] eDNA #6532 , F)
FH QPCR 7E 5544 >4 P55 Severn i1 [ 2 57 Teme 7
EREAT RN, e 7 Sl £ O R SR TR A O3 A
(1) 7 (8] 96 B, 0] i (%) 23 18] 40 A EAT T VP Ad . Sigs-
gaard 25 (2016) B VXN eDNA Il E AR Y EE T 7
AR B K £ S ——fi % (Rhincodon typus) 144
P BEAL 215 B, e o EE AR 7 B
JE T AN, R 2R R E IR TS TTER
WA 2 BT 2R S B R B (F-IBD , FF44 HAR N
IKARAG FE I — N PEAN FE A, eDNA HR 1 56 4 1T LR
FABIIX 7710 (R4 38 A AH R

4 l%\%EEtEE

eDNA Hi AR T HERTEAS AP RE T H
BAEA R A2 A, M L T4 507772, e DNA BiR
ML B A S S AESRG U A HEA
AF i . N T 25 eDNA HiAR & — AP 3R
(Ff i R 53R H DNA 2B PCR ¥ 1 55) th H 88 5¢
L AT BN 2 AR BRI -

(1)eDNA i A TE i1 2 W ) w77 75 15 22 s
AR EAL G IR . BR T SO A FR 2 1) 5
A, R i i R BN T B A 2 5 O g RS A
B 5 (K] P 21t T6 32 b ok A F s B, 4 BRI 4k
HOESE PR N A VAL 72 e 3PS k1 &/ S A VAL 3 = VA|
SETAT B B bR R RYE , A A A R 2 e A BT
Eb A

(2)FHEL T E 41, [ Y eDNA F 87 LR 72 220
NN CAEE AL . [ P 40T eDNA SIS S % £
KZFE AH E A S AR D . B AL E Kk
] 0 A2 0 22 5 P %) B 000 2 SR o A, 81 R
DN — S [E] SRy 8 0 G A A B — A
(7K AR AT Wl 22 K1 W5, e DNA B AR KU B 5
L PRIH A8 B S5 R, 9 AR B AR R 0 S BB A e
F 5 {8 eDNA F7 A W5 I 8 806 1 % oy — 2 K,
BESE K — > eDNA il , 75 22 PCR A I 51 & A+
TRk AR I A 58, 5 e AR A 2R TR R 9 141 A
PLIK B2 AT, BRI T — L6 A H] 5E B

(3)eDNA H AR AAAL GEH N T DL 2 21 11
JUANTT A, 380 LGS & H R REE LA 5 2] ik
J& L GIS £ 47 & Ad ], 18 e DNA Ag %45 2 56 hn ) R (14
N AT 5. eDNAfE N —Fhii & F B, o] U 2K
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Review of Environmental DNA Detection Methods and
Their Application to Fish Monitoring

SHEN Mei, XIAO Neng-wen, LU Lin, LUO Zun-lan, SHI Na-na, SUN Guang

(Chinese Research Academy of Environmental Sciences, Beijing 100012, P.R. China)

Abstract: Fish resources are declining sharply due to the impact of human activities and fish monitoring
is crucial for the protection of fish diversity. Traditional fish monitoring methods can harm fish, the inves-
tigation workload is heavy and the investigator must have professional morphological knowledge. Envi-
ronmental DNA (eDNA) technology is a new method widely used for fish surveys and has the advantages
of speed, low cost and no negative impact on fish. In this paper, we reviewed the basic theory eDNA, its
advantages and disadvantages, described the process of fish monitoring with eDNA, summarized progress
at home and abroad and, finally, examined the outlook for using this technology for fish monitoring. The
eDNA technique for fish monitoring suffers from cross—contamination and species morphology is not
observed, so it cannot completely replace traditional methods. The entire process of using eDNA technology
for fish surveys includes sample collection and processing (precipitation, centrifugation and filtration),
eDNA processing (extraction, amplification and sequencing) and bioinformation analysis. Each step in the
process is necessary and can affect the detection efficiency of fish eDNA. At present, investigators from
many countries have developed a rich and comprehensive set of applications for using eDNA technology
to monitor fish resources, such as biodiversity monitoring, biomass estimation, detection of invasive and
endangered species, and new applications are constantly emerging. While research on eDNA technology
in China is not too late, the domestic research direction has been relatively narrow and the research
program should be expanded and intensified.
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