H46% 63 T bES

2024 4F 3 H

Haiyang Xuebao

2 e Vol. 46 No.3

March 2024

THE, 2, AR, 55, FEFIA5E DNA PS40V 0 A AR 25 B R ROL[T]. W44, 2024, 46(3): 75-88, doi:10.12284/hyxb2024058
Wang Guiying, Li Hongjun, Shao Kuishuang, et al. Evaluation of benthic ecological quality status in the Yalu River Estuary based on environ-

mental DNA[J]. Haiyang Xuebao, 2024, 46(3): 75-88, doi:10.12284/hyxb2024058

E T IME DNA TN RS 4T O R £ SR ER

ERE, SR, WK, AEF, £F, HH"

(1 AP E F PR I h oL, 307 K 116023)

TEEE: 4 #F %I 9% DNA M 52 JRAR A& 43T 4 A A B RUUHY LR 8 A, AR 55 R 5 17 B0 00T 1 JRAT A AR o,
AR FIFR5% DNA § A 3 AT S €, I3 FTiF £ S M E 1R M 484t (AMBIL.BENTIX . %K~ 447 H' \M-AMBI )
HAUBEN . ERER:.HNEDNALEAYKETIONI6E 19F 20 B 228, WAF¥LEEAEY
HETON27T HA3ZASSJE ST AP, 4 4 4 10 B W FH 5 2 7 217 H B9 AMBL 45 % [5] (R=0.428,p=
0.043, y=0.32x+1.08 ) .BENTIX %% # [5] ( R=0.430,p=0.043,y=028x+3.59) HAE T % — 5, &
RN HIER AL EZ TN, BMALE 7 E/F N AMBI % & 5 . M-AMBI % % |5 4 0 %K &,
2B K 51.02%. 44.90%; T A & & 7 =13 8 AMBI 5§ M-AMBI 4 % £F & L 05 15 00, B0 4T
HEGESHERLAR . KFRKXU, T3 DNA L % RAE L WIFM &S ERN, £F#3H

ERMBAEFEARGHEAES .
KR A5 DNA; KRB A A S E
HESES: Q145°.2; P714°4 X IRERD: A

1 515

TR AR WaE O A o 2 HE ) SR
Jit Y& 55 05 2, AW A B B s AR 0 4 A R ik 3
REE N, M G55 DNAM2, BREE DNA £ R 248
AR BT N B B2 4R BUE DNA R Be b 47 K6 40, nl A7
B WA EE N A A B AR R R S A ZREPEE . BR
5i DNA %€ B EZH: AW E J1 . WA MA . %2
SR/A373 A% A VNN 73 8 AR UILN kS N S N o 2 0
H R RS E R,

B S VT LS T AL T4 PHAR T BN, S Bl vl A A
FHERZU X 2 —7, i T R85 e ) 5 06 e 2k
JEAf ARG SR VT O B AR S Rl 7 — e
B YRS, R A 4 48 B BT H A A A R
O, BB RGEWE W ELZERHRD, 2000 4 KK 41241

5 B H3: 2023-09-06; 11T B #i: 2024-01-17,
HEETHE: 5wt 5 O &gyr m A A28 VRt ).

XEHS: 0253-4193(2024)03-0075-14

AT ) O R KR 248 4 ), iR B B ARk T AR
FER & v, BT BIESE A H] B Tz I A W R
BA & AMBI 5 %0 . BENTIX 48 5t . 7 ik —4E 40 H'1&
. M-AMBI 45§ £ 509, AMBI 48 $0 £ 7 BRI . 52
L AR B2 R IR SE AT A RO e T T
T S50 PG A A 25 BT IR 0 9 BENTIX 45 80 - AMBI
F R, A0 A S oy 2H B R A A R A TR
A H'$8 %0 h Shannon 1 Wiener £2 H 1, EE ALY
TE VR 1) A 2 A R, R A U VAV A A R A R A
b, BN R 2 B Y A A T R TE A 98 B0, M-
AMBI #8 $UJ& f1 &% AMBI 8 50 . & Wk -4k 90 H8 %0,
AR BRI 25 A MR B RS D T LR N
A 555 2 R N R T Bl e A S R A A PR

AW 5T I T 55 DNA 5SS %% ik, i
W8 2o Y 10 o 3 Vg A A T IR O o B A A PR A

EZ B s TAEE (1994—), W, Wb A di ki A, EZMNFAY ZREPEDFFT . E-mail: 2761982646@qq.com
*BEEE: A (1986—), B, M TRIA, T TFEREMA, FENFAYZEMENIT. E-mail: jqye@nmemc.orc.cn


mailto:2761982646@qq.com
mailto:jqye@nmemc.orc.cn
http://www.hyxb.org.cn
http://www.hyxb.org.cn
http://www.hyxb.org.cn
http://www.hyxb.org.cn
http://www.hyxb.org.cn
http://www.hyxb.org.cn
http://www.hyxb.org.cn
http://www.hyxb.org.cn

76

(GRERE T LE

JE J7 1At A A 25 5B T4 8 B0 B R S 25
P AR S R T AN SR 9] A AR . A B A R N
FHERIE DNA A g I A 285 5 R 0 42 43 AT A7 18 i
HET N AR SRR B A BRI G B T 4R A S
s o

2 BRSO

21 WIRERES®RE
2020 4F 9 H, 79 48 VT 11 JF T v 358, T Ji SRS At A 4
VA, B 17 AW E S RAE(E 1), 5% DNA 2%

FERE d R A BRSO 0.05 m? P 2R e 2% HURE
2, WHEERARIZ R S om; 1 UEK A3, KERATT, 2 R
FEYE T 50 mL B0 IR A 5] —20°C UKAE TR A7
TSR, i A —80°C VKA 1517 B & I 5% DNA
P, TEAS 2 % 58 FE i R AR« B PR 45 DNA SR AE 58 i
J& B AT DU RE a8 FLAR 0.5 mm 9 G 43 36 i
WA=, JF F 5% H R W R AT [ 5 R A L= N
TBARYE . RE SRR, s S R Gl &
FYE 2 6 43 M PEA A )(GB/T 12763.6-2007) 1%
AT .

123°40’ 124°00’ 124°20' E
40°00" I ' '
N N
W <¢ E ——
s ] \
7 Y4@
YI0@ Y@ Y@ Yo@ Y5@
YI2@ YI6@ Y17@
39°40'1 Y18 @ YO® Y20@ Y21@
Y23 @ Y4@ Y25@  Y26@

B 1 RS ERIT A SRR L 5 A
Fig. 1 Distribution of sampling stations in the Yalu River Estuary

2.2 IFEEDNA ¥EFHIE

S 46 = foft FH i 58 AR KT Ak B % /1 15 min, #24F
ST HT 5% 5 R A, 4 —-80°C PR AF 1Y BR BE
DNA JURRAE S B A U5, {8 FastDNA® Spin Kit for
Soil 12 1) & 48 BT AR 9 26 5 DNAR, 48 BUJ5 1) DNA
fi i NanoDrop 2000 #47 BT st Al . ) FH G AT A= 938
1514 CIF 17 51 4 mICOIintF: GGWACWGGWTGAA
CWGTWTAYCCYCC; [z [n] 5| ¥ jgHCO2198: TANAC
YTCNGGRTGNCCRAARAAYCA)J 1 COI X B,
ZH Y E IR S IE T R A= 1, BTG )
o T H A E A 51922, PCR R K & (50 pL) f %
DNA #i# 20 ng(5 pL). 387 445 1.25 uL, PrimeSTAR
Max 25 pL. ddH,0 17.5 pL; PCR JZ ¥ i & K 98°C
3 min, 354 PCR G (98°C 1555,47°C 30's, 72°C 45 5),
72°C 7 min ZEAH R R FRAT 07 W E 50 R HE,
AN)FH: 0 5 index JF8 . 734 W12 2% B b
FL YK R I i i Qiagen PCR production purification kit 4fi
A=y, alifk 7= ¥) 4 NanoDrop 2000 € & 5 ¥ 17 #E i

(] SRR G o A4 H AR SO, ffFH Nlumina Miseq
HEATINF

e 38 =y R ALECHE , 5 A Trimmomatic 1 F if
A7 & 0 2k, f H QUIME #4414 51| 3 5 B %€ 7] Iy
¥, #1525 850 (Operational Taxonomic Units, OTUs)
R A A, i F] USEARCH J7 31 L 5t T2, 4% & 97%
8 AFBLFR B X 1 3R 3R AT 7 91 24T SR 28 H JF A OTUSs
Xl 43, I OTUs 41 N =+ J & i J7 90 4/E - OTUs AR
¥4, il SEED V1.46 # A, 4% OTUs fL. 3% ¥ 51
b xoF 21 36 [ [ 57 28 Y 52 R A7 B bt (National Center
for Biotechnology Information, NCBI) £ #i& /& ik 17 4=
YIRS WX R N & P 90 35 2 KT 85%.
FBLEE K F 90% Ay 45 e,
23 EEFELEEFRE

S5 = AT R R S G R G A W A L AT
SrRME I, S5 1 (b BT AR YRR )
ChE R 2 B s ). CRE I 0 A HE 2
Yy ChE S Y& (CEEMHESI S I+ =45 ) ),



3 EHE AR BT IREE DNA T4 M 4T F R AE 25 BT iR il

77

CHBEPH 725 R TR A A ) 5 [ 42 )

24 EERETNEHRITMRIRE

24.1 AMBI {555 BENTIX #4%

AMBI=[(0x% G 1)+ (1.5x% GIl) +(3x% GIIl) +
(45x%GIV) +(6x% GV)] <100, (1)

BENTIX:(6><%GS+2><%GT)+100, (2)

AP,GS=GI +GII,GT=GI +GIV+GV; %G [ &
%GV Ex Gl 2 GV EBFAY 45 b B HE
Wy =F B () L 13 100,

R 3 JE G A= 40 %ot A 285 T DR 00 7 ke 1% B R
FG I A=W 43 B S AN EAS AL, G T e XA HLY i el
TS YL B AR AR W URG G I XA ALY R s Y
[ H AR G BB RS it 2 3k 18 A5 ALY o k¥ e
Ve 45 GIV: 55 bl 25 AR W (R B 38 ™ 2 A IR
BB A ); GV 8 — RS (™ 5K i
ARBL T 1 LEH )17,
2.4.2 Fue—4kah HHE %L

N
H/=_Zpilogzpi’ (3)
i=1

K, S YR E R p, IR B AR L], 8
i N/NCN, 2R i AR B, N R S R S s )
SONER =R A
2.43 M-AMBI $5%k

M-AMBI 8 ¥ & €0 &% AMBI 5% HI8 %0, £
Rl BRI 25 A T8 80, M-AMBI 48 502 % JE Vi {1
E TV RS 75 FEUE( I AMBI 5 BOEUIE 17 97 B
/IME 0.024(0.132), B H' 8 505 A= W) Fh A B0 B0 )7
G i KAH 1.598(3.471). 8(14) (&5 N WIE B4 %
S M) O R E S HILEEI 505 R 6. 0. 0,
2.4.4 TFMARUE(E

COR B K HE 2R 48 4 ) #1025 R DL EAD Rl 43
5 ARG, PR AR 25 0 DE A 35 BOKE AR SR BRI 4 Ry
SAEY: ORISR, RUREISY)., h(h TS
Yo, 2RSS L OPEG YY), Wk 1,

®1 ESRETMERREE

Table 1 Standard value of ecological quality evaluation index
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Table 2 Statistics of benthic annotation rate results
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Table A1 List of benthic organisms at the Yalu River Estuary

Fit FT# HHEDNAYE WA EE
BRI Terebella ehrenbergi *
e/ HE Hy Prionospio pygmaea *

T EBUIR A HE Ampelisca bochi *
ENEERL Sternaspis sculata *
VIS BN i Thelepus plagiostoma *
AT KRR Ogyrides orientalis * *
RIS Musculista senhausia *
SRR Xenophthalmus pinnotheroides *
M i 1 Heterolepidoderma *
ZLMER Tharyx multifilis *
ZIR & Polyophthalmus pictus *
E[Re S Ruditapes philippinarum * *
AR Paramphicteis angustifolia *
SR Glycinde gurjanovae * *
IAPNTER Natica ampla *
RIS Callianassa harmandi *
A IR Ruditapes sp. *
THIR Latreutes anoplonyx *
HEHER H Spionida *
BRI Linopherus ambigua *
BESE Anthopleura xanthogrammia *
[ Rg AL Pontocrates altamarimus *

RS Protankyra bidentata * *
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Grandifoxus cuspis
Moerella jedoensis
Philine kinglipini
Naineris sp.
Prionospio queenslandica
Melita sp.
Ostrea denselamellosa
Nephtys caeca
Paralacydonia paradoxa
Cardiida *
Capulus dilatatus
Lineus sp.
Owenia fusformis
Paraprionospio pinnata
Eulalia viridis
Branchiostoma belcheri
Amphioplus japonicus
Travisia japonica
Alpheus japonica
Cirolana japonensis
Mesochaetopterus japonicus
Byblis japonicus
Sigambra bassi
Decapoda *
Ampelisca sp.
Cirrutulus tentaculatu
Heteromastus filiforms
Halosydnopsis pilosa
Harpiniopsis vadiculus
Leptochela gracilis
Rhabditophanes sp. *
Perophora sagamiensis
Capitella capitata
Lepetellida *
Pista typha

Lumbrineris heteropoda
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&R Al
i P T4 HEEDNAYE e

it e} Chaetonotidae *

Rl e Chaetonotus sp. *
JEAE Protula tubularia *
Kb Glycera chirori * *
S Haploscoloplos elongatus * *
EARSE Nassarius sp. *
BRI & Diopatra chiliensis *
LRI SN Phyllodoce sinensis * *
e A 7 Aglaophamus sinensis *
HERE Aonides oxycephala *

T SRR
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Table A2 Ecological quality evaluation index and evaluation level

i

£ %

AMBII BENTIX1 H'l M-AMBI1 AMBI2 BENTIX2 H2 M-AMBI2 AMBI1 BENTIX1 H'l M-AMBI1 AMBI2 BENTIX2 H?2 M-AMBI2

Y4 298 2.03 1.60

Y5  3.00 2.00 0.72

Y6  3.00 2.00 024

Y7 298 2.04  0.90

Y8 3.01 2.01 1.50

Y10 3.85 2.00 1.40

Y12 3.50 2.44 1.49

Y6 1.14 4.61 1.50

Y17 022 5.76 1.40

Y18 3.00 2.01 1.21

Y19 149 599  0.11

Y20 0.02 598  0.07

Y21 0.15 587  0.96

Y23  1.65 4.90 1.49

Y24 295 2.19 1.12

Y25 1.57 580  0.64

Y26 2.67 288  0.84

0.77 3.75 2.83 1.52 0.42 2 4 4 1
0.44 231 477 347 0.87 2 4 5 3
0.57 2.50 4.67 1.59 0.43 2 4 5 2
0.67 3.00 2.00 039 0.26 2 4 5 2
0.71 2.48 354 285 0.71 2 4 4 2
0.59 2.10 440 272 0.65 3 4 4 2
0.57 0.75 6.00 2.86 0.77 3 4 4 2
0.92 1.70 4.09  2.89 0.76 1 1 4 1
0.91 1.05 560 232 0.65 1 1 4 1
0.66 2.29 3.68 254 0.67 2 4 4 2
0.44 1.50 520 232 0.60 2 1 5 3
0.57 0.62 5.59 1.91 0.71 1 1 5 2
0.74 1.41 475 225 0.62 1 1 5 2
0.68 2.00 378 273 0.66 2 1 4 2
0.55 0.13 588  0.89 0.55 2 4 4 2
0.72 1.00 6.00 225 0.63 2 1 5 2
0.53 1.68 504 328 0.89 2 3 5 3
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Evaluation of benthic ecological quality status in the Yalu River Estuary
based on environmental DNA

Wang Guiying', Li Hongjun', Shao Kuishuang', LiuBinwei', Chu Qi', Ye Jinging'

(1. National Marine Environmental Monitoring Centre, Ministry of Ecology and Environment, Dalian 116023, China)

Abstract: Investigating the potential for application of environmental DNA to identify benthic organisms for evalu-
ating ecological quality status collection of 17 benthic samples from the Yalu River Estuary, environmental DNA
and morphological identification and comparative analyses of the resulting ecological quality assessment indices
(AMBI, BENTIX, Shannon-Wiener H', M-AMBI) were used, respectively. The results show: environmental DNA
identification of organisms belonging to 10 class, 16 orders, 19 families, 20 genera and 22 species, morphological
identification of organisms belonging to 9 class, 27 orders, 43 families, 55 genera and 57 species, with a total of 10
organisms; the two methods of identification yielded AMBI inter-index (R = 0.428, p = 0.043, y = 0.32x + 1.08),
BENTIX inter-exponential (R = 0.430, p = 0.043, y = 0.28x + 3.59) significant consistency exists, while there was
significant difference between the Shannon-Wiener H' indices; the two methods of identification yielded AMBI in-
tergrade, M-AMBI intergrade higher similarity, 51.02%, 44.90%, respectively; the AMBI and M-AMBI grades
from the two identification methods were more in line with the actual situation and evaluated the overall ecological
quality status of the Yalu River Estuary as good. This study demonstrates that the identification of benthic organ-
isms based on environmental DNA to evaluate the ecological quality status has a high potential for application in

marine environmental monitoring surveys.

Key words: environmental DNA; benthic organism; ecological quality
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