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Abstract; Barcode reference databases are an important foundation for DNA-based biomonitoring and an indispensable part
of the current trending and promising environmental DNA (eDNA) technology. For effective DNA-based biomonitoring in
the Pearl River Basin, the coverage or gap status of DNA barcodes of species is urgently needed to be captured. Here, we
compiled a detailed historical record and species checklist of common fish and macroinvertebrates in the Pearl River. All

available DNA sequences (e.g., the mitochondrial genome, Cytochrome ¢ Oxidase subunit I (COI) gene, 12s rRNA gene,

EEUH :BRARFEEETH (52239005,52100216)
s H #9:2023-02-22; % £ H AR B A . 2023- 11-27
# WIRAER Corresponding author. E-mail ; fl_li@ gdut.edu.cn

http ://www.ecologica.cn



434 AR AR BRYCIRIECR DL A28 ORI S DNA Z B 23 i B 1565

and 18s rRNA gene ) matching the species names in the checklist of the common fish and macroinvertebrates were
downloaded separately in the NCBI GenBank database, and analyzed the coverage of the DNA barcode records of species in
the NCBI GenBank database. Our data showed that; (1) a total of 221 common fish species were recorded, including 2
classes, 18 orders, 51 families, and 137 genera, there are 2 endemic genera and 17 endangered rare species, and the
common fish mainly included Cypriniformes, Perciformes, Siluriformes, the remaining 15 orders accounted for a combined
24.89% ; A total of 6 classes, 14 orders, 53 families, and 105 species (or genera) of common macroinvertebrates in the
Pearl River were retrieved, mainly Ephemeroptera, Trichopter, Plecoptera, the remaining 11 orders accounted for a
combined 24.77%. (2) A total of 913 sequences of the mitochondrial genome and 962 sequences of 12s rRNA gene were
retrieved, covering 81.45% and 57.92% of the total number of common fish species, respectively; 12.67% of the species
had neither mitochondrial group sequences nor 12s TRNA gene sequences. The gap would rise to 52.94% if the barcode
thresholds were set to contain at least five reference sequences per taxon. (3) A total of 65 sequences of the mitochondrial
genome, 26988 sequences of COI gene and 175 sequences of 18s rRNA gene were retrieved, covering 29.52% , 68.57%
and 37.14% of the total number of common macroinvertebrates species (or genera) , respectively. 25.71% of the species
(or genera) had no sequences included in the mitochondrial group, COI and 18s rRNA gene regions. The gap would rise to
41.90% if the barcode thresholds were set to contain at least five reference sequences per taxon. Overall, the collation of
data in this study will provide importantly basic data support for DNA-based monitoring of fish and macrobenthos in the

Pearl River Basin, and provide reference suggestions for improving the native DNA barcode database in the Pearl River.

Key Words:; eDNA ; mitochondrial genome; Cytochrome ¢ Oxidase subunit I; 12s TRNA; 18s rRNA

WRITZAE T HE KRG B REE L 2 Z BT I PR B Atis | MalL A 45 55 = i B Y AR TR 3 2 1
IRERTLA ) 2R SR R Rt it 25 10 D 34 A 25 Sy Y i (1 S8 0 WA M P ( AN A6 88 8 Anguilla
marmorata JE#% Semilabeo notabilis %) , {0 iF 1 S Fp K m 208 R B, A28 (Acipenser sinensis) B 1H K £
AEN D B AEAL ( Oreochromis mossambicus ) 2 3 L% ( Cirrhinus mrigala ) FHF4 ( Clarias fuscus) ZFMKHFh
M AAZ 3 — 25 IR T BRIT A 2 REPE R R I, ™ B BR VT K AE S 2 & JF st | i v A 4 W i
A BRI A A5 A 10 DG F AT, (R A% 8 1 W 00 Oy 3 Bl ik 2 ) LT e 2R s R 01 AR IR B
DNA AR ES U P e e AR B R B A WA 5, @k e i g 2 o,
5% DNA BEARTE R IE R 19 Se R S 2 T B — A e B A H Al DNA I 8dia 1220 45 0B
BRI AR SE R 2745 2 (4 DNA P I T A R A A 1l T ZRR AR DL, S ma X A=
BRGE T YIRN Y B 5 B R AR

AT, SERYFh DNA 2B 54 224 NCBI GenBank Barcode of Life Data Systems( BOLD) fil EMBL #% g
JFAVERESE > H )NCBI GenBank 1 BOLD $4#f FE C 43 S 4 1100 J5F1 2000 J7 10 8h 5% )5
F, MEIZE NN T EZYF DNA SIEAEEE RN E K SR b E B A E R WA TT R 1T A
[l A Fh DNA S JE 25080 e A 2 Weigand 5 N 3T 1712 BRI KRG K 2E 99 R ) DNA 2% T A5 458
VRS 553 R U T2 W M I 1) 2 T R 500l A 24 e AN TR) 20 28 B R 6 50 22 ) A ) J 25 5 5 Vieira 55 A1 1
G2 T LR B R PR R AR sh 1 COL A1 18s rRNA Z0E A4 7E BOLD $d e b i 8 55 15 100, & B Ol XF
IR Ay B 5 R 25 SR Li B N0 e 1 v R /K £ 2 K 2B B BRI S 1 COT 25T 4331
7E NCBI GenBank 1 BOLD $i4s e b A B 5 3, 415 i v [l = OK A= Wy S I Ay — > B AR M Fn 5 2 1Y
B, IR ST R Y] DNA ST E5H0E AR A [7) Ml 38 DX 3l i [0 501 AN ] 53 2 A BOAS [] 5 PR X s ]
FATEW 25 5 . RS AR Ml IDXFN A2 DG TE B W) A DNA S8 T 33 i 58 0 0y T R & 3k Ml DX R 2R W) 22 R b
DI DNA ZIP AL S A8 = 08 1 i, PRI, S P it 7K A A= W W DU BE 7 , ¥ A58 DNA 90 A A= i
T 45 S5 22 /T, 36 Y75 B B A R DNA S5 55 e A T BB R oA
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A FE AR VTSSO I DX 38, BEH T e del /K A 25 W wh A B B4 s SR - 0 RN ARG sh i M F
FEXFG TR AR T BRIV WA R R S ) DNA TR0 55 %0 00 . 108, W& BRAE W) ZFEE
FEEL S (GBIF) B85 | © & R 08 SOy a2 bk R T BRYLH DL £ 2R KRG 2l P 1 0 s o
W RPN 5, N NCBI GenBank (45 FE ks R IF Nk 1% A28 (LR ZR AR LR 125 rRNA IR Fil
KAV S (L FEZRI A4 . COT A1 18s rRNA JE[K ) B DNA 51, B, 4087 7/ [RI 3R X 3k A9 DNA 4578
T 500 P2 A RV LR U DL A RN R RIS sh P b B 26 5 ASBIF G A0 B ) 2 B R 43 AT R V3 B I
2 R RV S Tl 44 53, B A B0 $0di 122 DNA ZJE RS SEBUIR , I35 th AN IR 43 28 B 10 S T A 7
TR, ARFFTIEER DNA ZKIEAS 8RN 7R ERTT ISk I B 3 T DNA A #8288 0 K H0JECAT o 47 1 ) 2 (1L 56 il
B P XL Z DNA ZIB 10 S  PAh B BRI — 2548 5 | 35 BRTTAS = DNA SR B0 7 1) 56 3% .

1 HERBRRARTE

1.1 CERR KRG

AR ECER VT A A4 7 50 T R0 0 28 R R AL s (0 ) Fpic s, 1 B TE GBIF B h TR R
K6 38 X Il 4 China” , DL Actinopterygii” Jhy G Hi ] 48 HR £ 248 rh 4R 668 £ 9 09 0 R0 15 2.5 3 591 LA Mollusca” il
“Insecta” Jhy JCHHTRI IR B AL AN sh 4 b (R s AL SR Rl A5 8,0 JHAUR A 38000 2508 28 v A1 ) b 32
AR SRR VLI L A0 2R R I AT sh D B E B, BlJS 25 B SR 24 3 I AR A [ P b2 AR 4
) e 1) 26T B VT 900 3 i SRR AL R AV 3h A SE 9% L (R T A 2K AR ) ™ (AR VI T UK IR 58 5 K AR S F
FEY P RICERTTK R A 28 SR I 4 ) 1) 25 SOk 5 4558 , 30F— 20 50 38 D 70 BR VT 3l 1 2R K AR RS 3h 4 1)
FPIE R, N TSRS S R R0 T 24 64 ThR Ak, 48 25 4[] SCIm) FIAS A 24 BRI A 5 1 8 4
PRI FPE B Fishbase W E A= Yy 44 5% 2020 RRANGEIL R IEAT T HUER, e A BAfIC % 09 HL B
M4 F . e, il T BRVLIRIBUE DL 0 2 AR AT sh Wy Py P 5
1.2 RIS

R bl 24 ) BRI 38 AL £ 2K R R Y RSV 20 0 4 i PR, N NCBI GenBank 0408 % v F 201 4 il FH 19
DNA 551, Horf W WA SRR LRI R ZH AN 125 rRNA JE[A UL R AT sh ) 0 F5 2 1A 2H . COT Ail18s rRNA
B, B0 R ERSCRAESR Y UREE T KT 500 bp HBABIHRI4H) DNA SIEIi0S:, 55E DNA
SV e/ NECER BB (B 14500 5 4%) , 70 B DNA SIERS 7 2 AR R R sh i P i s R (& 1)

2 HRSH

2.1 BRVIHE WA SRR B S 2 i

AR B PR VL G R A2 221 A, SRR T 2 49 18 H 51 R 137 J@ (&1 2), Hob, AR gy
( Chondrichthyes )2 Ff , 4, 7 5§ J2 H ( Perciformes) 1 H 2 £} 2 J& ( Bl IR il Dasyatis akajei F1 H A FHE fil Gymura
japoniica Temminck et Schlegel ) ; i 7 ff1 4% ( Osteichthyes ) 219 Ff, K J&§ F 17 H 49 # 135 &, ¥ H
( Cypriniformes ) FIEUER 22 (97 ) , 29 SRV A S W F Y 43.89% , 5TE H ( Perciformes ) Hk (53 ) , 29 /5 &
YR 23.89% , iU4iE H ( Gonorhynchiformes ) il H ( Scorpaeniformes ) X847 H ( Cyprinodontiformes ) /5 H iz />
(¥4 0.45%) . BEAN, WG KB T BRILA AR 2 A, 20 0 0 4 )R ( Sinocyclocheilus sp.) Fl 2 5 k)&
( Yunnanilus sp.) ; 2FiPifa M3 17 #5050 4 42463 (Acipenser sinensis) , BH5% F 1 ( Anabarilius yangzonensis )
B H AL (Anabarilius andersoni) |, JE1( Tanichthys albonubes) , & FW)fLEE ( Poropuntius chonglingchungi) , W
F4ME £ ( Schizothorax grahami) , TE A8 ( Mesocyprinus fuxianensis ) , z Fd 88 ( Cyprinus yunnanensis ) , 38 W i
( Cyprinus ilishaectomus) , ¥ J& £ ( Bahaba taipingensis ) , B 5% 45 Z& U ( Sinensia yangzongensis) , J& 2 ( Semilabeo
notabilis) , A8 8 ( Anguilla marmorata) 5,

A RPN BRVLE WRBEW Y 105 /)8, KI8T 6 9 14 H 53 B (& 2), Ho, #g4EH
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Fig.1 Data sources and retrieval methods of species lists and DNA sequences for fish and macroinvertebrates in the Pearl River
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Fig.2 Species composition of common fish and macroinvertebrates in the Pearl River
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( Ephemeroptera )43 i/ J& , 25 5 S Fh/ J& L1 40.95% ; Hok & B3 H ( Trichoptera) 23 F1/J& , 29 15 S/ J& £ i)
21.90% ; &3 H ( Plecoptera) 13 Fi/J& , 24 /5 S Fh/ JE8 AU 12.38% ; Hodx 11 HIL B Fp/J@ 800 24.77% , o G
Wi H ( Arhynchobdellida) \3:HR H ( Basommatophora) 1 /& H ( Decapoda) LA X IG D1 H ( Mytiloida ) 12 /7 £0.95%
(K2).
2.2 FWAaSE DNA FIERH0RE

SRR 913 RN I F I A 81.45% (Y7 UL A6 2 (3L 221 ) 7EBCdfE o v 2204 1 28 BA UK
PERGZEIF 1 (P 3) SRR T 18 H 48 B, ok & H AU 100% , i B BHELY 94.12% , ANTR] H 8] 19 2ok 1A 2
ORI E S HP T % H (Myctophiformes ) | H ( Elopiformes ) | R fi# H ( Gonorhynchiformes ) | JIg i
H ( Characiformes) & £f1 H ( Synbranchiformes) &% H ( Salmoniformes) | i H ( Tetraodontiformes) . #li /£ H
( Scorpaeniformes) Fl /£ H ( Cyprinodontiformes ) F¢) i 28 28 i /K 40 J& K |5 1) 75 75 K N 100%; fi 12 H
(Siluriformes) 7 93.75% YU FI 1 LELATIRALIT S, BEIE H (Actinopterygii) AT 90% 44T — A~ FAT 1R
ZRARZE T8, B B ( Cypriniformes ) YRR 2 (97 Fi) , Hir 83 DMFA SRR T 51, Sopi A2 B A
I RN 85.57% , Wik i H ( Beloniformes) 57 H ( Myliobatiformes ) Al 2 H ( Mugiliformes ) B9 2& 7 {4
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L FE N P91 78 35 R A A, A 12 H AR R BN 50% 557.92% 9 H WL 1025 (B Fh 221 i) 78 NCBI GenBank %X
PaEh 2 | R BAURIER 125 (RNA JENFHI(E 3) I8 T 18 H 46 B, o5 & HEHY 100%, di SR
19 90.20% . T %€ fi. H ( Myctophiformes ) . ¥ #% H ( Elopiformes ) . & i 1 H ( Synbranchiformes ) . i fig H
( Gonorhynchiformes ) #:JE H ( Salmoniformes ) i} H ( Tetraodontiformes ) . #i}£ H ( Scorpaeniformes ) FlffiJE H
( Cyprinodontiformes ) f) 12s TRNA & [R5 51 7 35 R348 100% , & 85T H ( Perciformes ) ( 78 35 % 86.79%) |
#EFE H ( Actinopterygii ) (78 3 % 80% ) A8 H ( Anguilliformes ) ( 78 55K 69.23% ) %, ##J H ( Cypriniformes )
12s rRNA JEN PS8R 2 , (HAL 3 R 1N38.14% . B3E H (Siluriformes ) 1 12 rRNA % [H 751 81 5 A A fi, 2
A 25% W PIFIA 125 rRNA BRI PFIl st (181 3) .

B =5 % KB B2t % 32 B B

Lokiik
_ . < 80.54%
A
Ea Rl d 1.90.00%
Z | |
BEH g 10 1.93.75%
B E | J 16 < 83.50%
AL 1 ] 97 y—
e a 77.36%
AL 3
w9 H ) 53 0.6250%
Z H |
S| )8 @ 30.00%
ST E |
3 #IEH )4 € 50.00%
é BHEH ) 2 q 50.00%
4 ]
£ £ 2 ¢-3385%
o e | — ] 13 o
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Fig.3 Gap analysis of the mitochondrial genome and 12s rRNA gene of common fish. The numbers on the bars are the species number

WARF R NG S 2 5 DI, S 3 25 R T R 23.53% , B 3L 52 MR 5 REiE 2
12s fRNA Z:H 53, Ff 8T 15 BH(KE 3) ., Hr, &ifh H (Synbranchiformes) | ffi# H ( Gonorhynchiformes ) . f
J¥ H ( Scorpaeniformes ) F1ifJE H ( Cyprinodontiformes ) H i # UL #2211 12s rRNA FEHJFFHIECE =5, 1Ak,
Bl oA 27 YR ATRL R Y 12 fRNA JERFPSIA 1 2K005%, KT 9 B, W80 SR80 12.11%,
A0 FE W AR 8 ( Elops saurus) AESE ( Clupanodon thrissa) FEPE/NY T . Sardinella lemuru) RIS ( Nematalosa
nasus) 3585 ( Megalobrama amblycephala) AEf ( Hemibarbus maculatus) AR5 883k . ( Garra orientalis) \ £
Fifi ( Clarias gariepinus) 8] F . ( Hyporhamphus intermedius ) |3 & BEWE ( Pseudorhombus levisquamis) | = BEZ
28860 ( Takifugu ocellatus) 55
HIRTE[RIN 2 JE LR AN 125 rRNA & XN, 3 WL A2 DNA ZOP 081 8 R IA 5 87.33% (A4 28
NPT LRARZL A 125 vRNA JERFHGE , RIE T 9 H. FEAUFES : 2 = Hf(Anabarilius andersoni) |
H A FHERL ( Gymnura japonica ) 2 B-88 i ( Anguilla nigricans) " 4E50 68 ( Cirrhimuraena chinensis) | 23 W) i %
( Ophichthus apicalis) . 41 2 Y& £f1 ( Acrossocheilus elongates ) A€ %F ( Tephrinectes sinensi) B 55 ¥ 8k ( Leptobotia
punctatus ) 285 ( Sarcocheilichthys nigripinnis nigripinnis ) %
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2.3 URAVEAG SN DNA S0 i e

AR BN H W KRB AN S W LR AR FE A 31 65 4%,k B T 31 Fhv)E , {5 S/ J8 £ (105 Fhv/)g ) 1)
29.52%, Hrp AR H ( Basommatophora ) FZR A ZH FE R 7 51 8 35 % 100% , Fovk 2 #53 H ( Coleoptera ) , 7
5K 50% , W7 H (Ephemeroptera) 1 18 i/ J& WSS A Lk R4 L K ¥ 51, i1 H A/ J@ B0 41.86% , H A
4 A Fh/ JE IR AR AR IE R P 515 =5, B3 H ( Trichoptera) A 6 Ff/J@ ISk B b (R 4 3L R P 51, 1%
HFh/ @) 26.09% ,{UH 1 A/ T AR IR IEH P 5145 =5, 13 H (Plecoptera) A 2 Fi/ J@ ISR 22k
RLARLH LR Y91, o5 1% H Rl 8201 15.38% AHENTECA 1 28Kk, JEW)iE H (Arhynchobdellida) |
W4%E H ( Rhynchobdellida ) | Bi 45| H ( Tubificida) % D1 H ( Mytiloida) . 7 & /& H ( Mesogastropoda ) DA & 1 & H
(Decapoda ) B T b (AL FE A PSSR . 6 Ah , 3 17 Tl @ AT A R B I Zeobi R 4 L P81 A 1 %0 %,
KIET S5 B, AR EEY 16.19% , di il KR T80 R/ JE 1) 54.84% , 415 4R IF ( Ephemera serica) \ %1 f= FH 7
( Epeorus melli) | Ji % J& ( Heptagenia sp.) .55 B%J& (Isonychia sp.) £ 208F J& ( Rhoenanthus sp.) . ) P {n] 1¢ IF
( Potamanthus kwangsiensis) K 1L G % ( Vietnamella dabieshanensis) % S J& ( Amphinemura sp.) % k£ #5
14k J& ( Plectrocnemia sp-) A e ( Rhyacophila sp.) . & (Ictinogomphus sp.) e

A2 26,988 4 COIZEN TSI, RJE T 72 Fh/J& , i LB Sl ) S Fh/ TR K 68.57% ., Herf,
#598 H ( Coleoptera) . BUI# H ( Diptera) . JCWJ 4% H ( Arhynchobdellida ) . ¥ #% H ( Rhynchobdellida ) . 8 5]
(Tubificida) , i DI H ( Mytiloida ) . & HE H ( Basommatophora ) , ' J& /& H ( Mesogastropoda ) DA } + & H
(Decapoda) [ COT JE [H 5 41| 7 75 K AR J& 100% , H K J& E M H (Trichoptera) , & 21 4~F/J& BE7E NCBI
GenBank 4 4R 3] CO1 LR F 41, i H A/ J8 i) 91.30% , HLHH 19 DR/ JEA 5 A EE EZ 1 Col
S FH, 1% H R Y 82.61% ., AL, Bd# H ( Trichoptera) W5 COL £ [H ¥ 81 5459 4%, HRFH /- Fh/ )
B EE W COl FEH 3, an. /NA k& ( Hydroptila sp.) W% COI J& K F51 1127 4% & Bk K )E
( Cheumatopsyche sp.) W% COI J& K 7 51 850 2% ; Hydropsyche sp. W% COI K&K 751 766 4% ; 6l X A7 ik J&
( Chimarra sp.) W% COI J&[H P51 444 455,

P/ JE B fe 22 B I3 H ( Ephemeroptera) A 23 R/ @ e B FE R ] &8 2= /0 1 4 COl R:H ¥ 5, #
RN 53.49% P A 18 DRV RA 5 ANEE L IATER B3N 41.86% R COL EH P81l 3E A 2000
%, iRt/ | COT L N A s &, W /N E ( Ephemerella sp.) W5 COL 3 K 31 625 4% ; = FUF )R
( Epeorus sp.) 5% COI J&[H 531 322 5% ; #E M IF ( Ephemera wuchowensis ) W% CO1 Be[HF51 216 455, & H
(Plecoptera) f 5 Fh/ J&BEFE NCBI GenBank 4 % R 2% 2] COT JEH 741, 5% H b/ JE 5k 38.46% , I
s COI LR FF 376 4%, HAE SR Z (8] i FL R e 91 78 T KA 22 50k, BN, A& L ( Nemouridae ) A 3 N F/ )&
#RREAE NCBI GenBank ¥t#J7¢ 4k £l COI Z: X P51, HZ T 5 7% B (Perlidae) A 2 0/ B A L% HAT
2 7% WU H (Plecoptera) HHAY 4 ARG R E] COT ZEHFFH1

NCBI GenBank ¥4 i MWl 5 1 175 255 WoRBY AN Zh ¥ 19 18s vRNA FEH 51, i S/ Ja 0y
34.219% (3£ 105 Fl/J@) (El 4) . Hrp #4533 H ( Coleoptera) . JoWJi%E H ( Arhynchobdellida) .+ /& H ( Decapoda) .
Bids] H ( Tubificida) DA} £ HR H ( Basommatophora ) 1 Fl/ J& 5 1] 5 31| 18s vRNA F[H ¥4, Hk 2 g £ H
( Mesogastropoda ) FIXGH H ( Diptera) ,#146 75% 195/ J& Al £ 18s vyRNA FEK ¥ 5], #74F H ( Ephemeroptera)
12 NFh/ SR AR e TR T A 31 2870 1 4% 18s vRNA JEH P, 7% B Fh/J@ 501 26.67% , &3 H (Trichoptera)
A9 A/ JEAEEARE P A 3 2 /0 1 4% 18s tRNA JEHF 1), 35 %R 31.03% ,{H /& E 3 H (Trichoptera) 1
i/ JE& (AT £ 18s rRNA FERFHIECER/NT 5, #3# H (Plecoptera) HA 1 4N/ @ 7EAHE P2 H AT £ 5] 18s rRNA
FER A B 55 KA K 7.14% . W% H ( Rhynchobdellida) #1001 H ( Mytiloida ) 8 JC 18s rRNA %[ % 51 iy
Wk,

LR S A 9 AFh/JE Y 18s TRNA JERF 51 =5, k)8 T 6 B, i b/ @5 7.89% , 535
VYT 8% J& ( Baetis sp.) ERYEIE ( Drunella sp.) /NEEJE ( Ephemerella sp.) 2l )& ( Paragnetina sp.) JSEEJEH
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