R EmiB Modern Food Science and Technology 2019, Vol.35, No.6

£ [A DNA 1R BN 5 A EL R B A & B o=

WEEEn |, BEMEE', WBAT, RAH, BRE", BEAHE"
(L. rI b kFemb2I 5k, LidHxw 211816)
(2. L B on WA AN R BARIR S P s, hd e 211816)

. KA R A RS A RiE (BP %) ABRMSE G K ik (TP &), M 16 #r & AR FIZIR DNA, 547t @t k323
DNA #3%% . #h/% . VAR PCR #2356 PCR #930%. FIAF, 15/ BP SEA 70 AN E & B 7 &P 3RIE DNA, 5% DNA £
AR RBATHAPS R %RR I, BP i3RI DNA A£8342, T K35 W45, BP R8I DNA REKT TP i, {2/ftF
HIRIRE) DNA Ageo/Aggo L RFE £ 5, it R4 PCR Fo3e K PCR ¥ 382K, %L, BP i:423%4) DNA T T4 &7 = & DNA
SRk, BT R IL, 81.43%¢4) & P F 5T IE AL B ABAE >98% a9 AT, AR KTFo B KT 69 5 AT A A 48.57%A=
72.86%. BP :EJRICDNA A2 ¥ TT4H4EM R, BARRBURA, T KB ALN.

J%HE1): DNA4REG DNA £, & W4lan; Adhik

NEES: 1673-9078(2019)06-161-170

DOI: 10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2019.6.021

Comparison of DNA Extraction Methods and Species Identification of

Fish Meat

YANG Jun-ru*, XIONG Xiong*, HUANG Man-hong', YUAN Fang-ying*, LU Li-xia? XIONG Xiao-hui*?
(1.College of Food Science and Light Industry, Nanjing Tech University, Nanjing 211816, China)
(2.Jiangsu Public Technical Service Center for Rapid Detection of Food Safety, Nanjing 211816, China)

Abstract: In this study, an improved boiling method (BP method) and traditional proteinase K method (TP method) were used to extract
DNAs from 16 kinds of fish meat samples. Then, the concentration and purity of the extracted DNAs as well as the performance of the common
polymerase chain reaction (PCR) and fluorescence PCR were compared. In the mean time, the total DNA was extracted from 70 commercially
available fish products using the BP method and analyzed for species identification using DNA barcode technology. The results showed that the
extraction of DNA by the BP method required a shorter time. For most fish samples, the concentration of the DNA extracted by the BP method
was lower than that by the TP method, but the two methods led to insignificant difference in the Ayg/Asg ratio of the extracted DNAs, thus, met
the requirements for common and fluorescent PCR amplification. Moreover, the DNA extracted by the BP method could be used for DNA
barcode identification of commercially available fish products. By comparison, 81.43% of the fish products could be matched with a similarity
degree > 98%, and the identification success rates at the species and genus levels were 48.57% and 72.86%, respectively. The BP method can
shorten the DNA extraction time, reduce the extraction cost, and facilitate the detection of large quantities of samples.
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Table 1 Sample information of the freshly collected fish species

%5 iS4 MEFET R o, %,

FS1 g Lateolabrax japonicus

FS2 k) & Pelteobagrus fulvidraco L . .
FS3 b & Carassius auratus R
FS4 sk Misgurnus anguillicaudatus

FS5 bpd Cyprinus carpio

FS6 24 Channa argus

FS7 $hd Parabramis pekinensis

FS8 =& Leiocassis longirostris

FS9 HiLé Ictalurus punctatus PR
FS10 Fosk Hypophthalmichthys nobilis

FS11 =k Hypophthalmichthys molitrix

FS12 s Ctenopharyngodon idella

FS13 ‘s Culter alburnus

FS14 LIBRER & Decapterus maruadsi

ES15 PEaol Siniperca chuatsi BT R LR T
FS16 Fm gt 7 & Micropterus salmonids )R T L ARAEAR T

FEN, NFE A TR 70 TR LA
B0FE 2 AN G 21 AR SR 47 Mg
R (R 5.

1.1.2 K7

AN K, BBIAMARRATIRAT]; 10xReaction
Buffer. Bio Ready rTaq. dNTP Mixture. Bio DL100.
Bio S50, HUMEHBEARAF]: 51¥& M. PCR I
Feo <l (Fa0) AEVFRHABRA R 6xLoading
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(With Low ROXD, FifgtE T TRER AR A
113 B5EE
fEIRIR I (MS-100), B/ BELEA A BR A 7
=E 0L (Laborzentrifugen), fE[E SIGMA A #;
IR 85 1 52 1% (BioPhotometerD30), 4% Eppendorf



MK EmBHL

Modern Food Science and Technology

2019, Vol.35, No.6

/AT LifeExpress #6% PCR 4%, HEGUNEHEHA
BRAT]; HERHIKAC (JY300C). HFKAE (JY-SPFT),
R BEBEARTHKESARAR; BRRE RS
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(LightCycler®96), % [GiZWr=fh (HiE) HIRAF

1.2 k&

1.2.1 DNA &5 HIE 547
1.2.1.1 DNA 3BT

B, YRR

BP i%: S MK OV (ORI A AT I 2 it
FHK BB JJEURE 20 50 mg T 1.5 mL B0, I
200 uL CTAB 2R 22 (2% (W/V) CTAB, 2M NaCl,
0.1 M EDTA, 0.5M Tris, pH=8.0) F1200 uL 2%
MR (0.3 M NaH,PO4, pH=8.0), J8& THEIEIRAIMX
H 14000 r/min 100 “CI#% 10 min.

TP %:: S8 Armani 25 (KR EUT 5. FUKE BT )
HURE A2 50 mg T 1.5 mL 2.0, I 100 pL SDS
ZURZEMIR (2% (WIV) SDS, 0.1 M NaCl, 0.1 M
EDTA, 0.5 M Tris, pH=8.0). 100 pL 22+ (0.3
M NaH,PO,, pH=8.0)F1 10 uL {5 F i K (20 mg/uL),
HETHEIERSC0H 60 ClRIEIER .

%25, DNA 4tk 5[a.

BP V£[\] TP ¥%: RHREGYIFE IR A44F T EL 14000
r/min .0 5 min, BEHREHT 1.5 mL Z.0%, I
A 1 EAF BN (4M CH;COONa, pH=8.2),
JRAJJE 14000 r/min 250 5 min, B B H B 04
H, BN 0.6 F5 AR R ARE, VA5 E 10 min )5,
12000 r/min 250> 10 min 7 Ei&. &5, H 70%2E
AT 100% o7k ZEE 5 A LE DNA PIRFI—IX, 65 C
MM, TN 20 uL K BEBAUKIEMT DNA, {747
F-20 C.

1.2.12 g

FHAZ IR B 1 W O 5 $2 B ) DNA ¥ B2 A
Aneo/Asgo. 13 SPSS (Statistical Product and Service
Solutions) FAFSHRIE AT S0, REZ A
FE A IA] 22 57 82 3% 1% 49 #7 ¥ (Duncan’s multiple-range
test, DRMT)#E4T HE# .

122 PCR ¥ 3%
1.22.1 %8 PCR
PCR WK 20 puL f& %&: 10xReactionBuffer (5

A 15mM MgCl,) 2 uL, dNTPs (2.5mM) 1L, Bio
Ready rTagDNA %47 0.5 uL, 2% cO1 FpH 57
(10 uM) % 0.25 uL CEJE519): 5-CACGACGT
TGTAAAACGACTCAACYAATCAYAAAGATATYG
GCAC-3’, FiF51%: 5-GGATAACAATTTCACACA
GGACTTCYGGGTGRCCRAARAATCA-3’), DNA #
PR 1 uL, KE#E4AK 12.5 plo
PCR X NFEFFN: 94 CHARE 2 min, 35 AMER
(94 ‘CAEM: 305,55 CiBk 405,72 CHEAH 1 min),
72 CHEH 10 mine RMEEWGE, LA 2%EEHEA SRR
YA PCR 724
1222 6 PCR

7% PCR 2R 20 pL [ WA % : 2xSG Excel Ultra
SYBR Mixture (With low ROX)FiER 10 L, %
Cyth ZEFE 4 (10 pM) % 1 uL (LiE519: 5°-CG
CCCACATTGGNCGAGG-3’, Fii#514: 5°-GTGGCC
CCTCAGAAGGACATTTGGCC-3’), DNA ##% 1 L,
ddH,O %22 20 pL.

P9I PCR ¥ 7 A: 95 CHIENE 3 min )5,
HEANDEH 40 4 PCR P53 (95 CAPE15 s, 60 CiE
K20, 72 CLEM 25 s), B MGG RAGIDE N
PIsR s, WATEmRIE ST, WE 72 CHlkis
T, FHR%E 95 °C, FlFRE 65 CIRFF60 s, 1s
FHERZ 97 C. BAFEMI 3 ATAT.
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b8 J& o AT ¥ Al 2R, @ R ( Melting
Temperature, Tm &) HIK/NX AR,

123 Wffise

PL 70 TR SOAMEL, SR BP iE52HLT)
DNA JfitR, 28 1.2.2.1 5537558 PCR 4714,
Phiedy 38 D HA&HT B — B = AT XA 7 . K
H BioEdit FAFXIIT AT g B TRON HHE, &
B IE S ) 5 )RR = )7 81, #2582 BOLD 24
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2% 2 BP JAFN TP JL$ZHNAY DNA JKEE

Table 2 Concentration of DNA extracted with BP and TP methods

e FRESH FROZEN ROASTED
BP % TP % BP % TP % BP % TP %
FS1 160.47+29.19 801.39+£314.06 472.05+9.07 825.88+405.07 871.24+200 1641.19+522.72
FS2 162.524+54.25 800.57+161.17 355.44+150.78  336.23+£254.91 398.91+89.29 1126.51£203.70
FS3 958.07+79.02 925.43+743.96 526.224456.12  892.82+193.76 631.19+181.12 1288.41+113.33
FS4 1133.44+1165.63 1122.62+367.93 316.16+55.13 519.40+92.25 1243.26+33.43 828.57+20.26
FS5 73.31+46.19 395.34+34.64 502.41+51.23 261.21+77.96 1298.79+200.62 1389.99+503.77
FS6 34.13+4.29 728.02+207.96 413.98+108.47  543.96+285.29 709.93£129.68 1183.29+55.63
FS7 81.51+12.40 794.99+360.53 1084.92+91.87 774.91+49.19 379.264+45.51 615.06+220.53
FS8 297.93+75.58 639.47+173.98 666.35+178.39 814.98+25.2 374.49+75.14 923.12+158.26
FS9 301.57+27.05 1244.78+177.01 335.00+83.23 417.41+88.89 492.43+12.15 1133.13£186.18
FS10 108.45+1.27 917.03+660.63 361.04+32.95 568.48+90.84 244.43+47.74 1097.75+81.21
FS11 187.92+5.49 776.14+130.04 297.70+57.81 532.88+205.97 172.16+156.15 952.77+32.43
FS12 330.16+56.61 1137.994+47.05 695.89+285.79  669.48+120.68 395.28+106.05 2030.53+239.14
FS13 278.68+291.85 1301.28+1.87 535.02+35.66 659.70+7.46 294.16+2.25 2194.68+612.96
FS14 155.55+40.71 1568.72+656.53 403.67+170.51 ~ 683.16+235.82 157.36+19.70 1264.88+54.45
FS15 231.59+29.66 510.11+49.94 427.00+44.26 414.43+£29.93 160.50+15.79 329.51+£346.56
FS16 210.96+55.43 615.08+114.15 515.49+92.73 919.95+41.72 817.91£132.45 1052.99+120.70
E: &Sk BP /TP ik A KA BP /TP %4%34) DNA K/Z 698 5; DNA KL $#45% ng/ul.
7R 3 BP SEFN TP SEIZENAY DNA Aso/Aso
Table 3 Agg/Azsy 0f DNA extracted with BP and TP methods
. FRESH FROZEN ROASTED
BP % TP % BP % TP % BP % TP %
FS1 1.97+0.17 1.94+0.11 1.84+0.24 2.09+0.38 1.90£0.18 1.98+0.05
FS2 1.95+0.14 2.01+0.08 1.78+0.11 1.87+0.37 2.03+0.76 1.74+0.54
FS3 2.04+0.16 1.96+0.14 2.00+0.08 1.95+0.24 2.03+0.16 1.96+0.14
FS4 2.02+0.12 1.93+0.10 1.80+0.19 1.91£0.11 1.98+0.17 1.85+0.22
FS5 1.84+0.15 1.90+0.10 1.79+0.36 1.88+0.38 1.77+0.04 1.76+0.33
FS6 1.99+0.13 1.90+0.11 1.85+0.16 1.97+0.22 1.95+0.14 1.85+0.16
FS7 2.00+0.04 1.89+0.14 2.03+0.18 1.71+£0.36 1.96+0.13 2.02+0.22
FS8 1.86+0.15 1.85+0.34 1.96+0.29 1.77£0.37 1.72+0.18 1.77+0.39
FS9 1.98+0.08 1.76+0.28 1.84+0.48 2.05+0.08 1.89+0.32 1.82+0.18
FS10 1.81+0.11 1.84+0.23 1.82+0.19 1.76+0.10 1.87+0.09 1.79+0.31
FS11 1.83+0.08 1.81+0.17 1.71+£0.36 1.79+0.26 1.75+0.22 1.84+0.15
FS12 1.82+0.07 1.84+0.20 1.74+0.41 1.96+0.03 1.75+0.08 1.75+0.31
FS13 1.81£0.05 1.91+0.12 1.93+0.26 1.95+0.18 1.85+£0.22 1.75+0.37
FS14 1.95+0.12 1.90+0.08 1.79+0.14 1.90+0.18 1.86+0.08 1.88+0.13
FS15 1.89+0.23 2.07+0.14 1.93+0.09 1.9240.31 1.97+0.31 1.77+0.38
FS16 1.97+0.16 2.03+0.02 1.87+0.06 1.80+0.15 1.75+£0.57 1.82+0.37

E: ASkF BPE/TP ik A R BP /TP iE42I 4 DNA Aggy/Asg #9155 .

BP £F1 TP £ A H ROGRE— & W FE 1 A
DNA, {HIEF=R FAAEZER
X+ FRESH #£4, BP 7251 TP yA$2HLY) DNA ~F

2.1 DNA Wk )E 54 )%
2.1.1 DNA #9RE
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PIRESS 5N 294.14+72.88 ng/ul A1 892.43+116.80
ng/uL. i, X FS3 Al FS4, BP 411 TP iEHHL
K] DNA W JE TR 2257 (p>0.05). 1t 14 Mak
fuFl, BP VESRELH DNA WKESEZEKT TP %

(p<0.05) (B 1A). R nTRes2 Bt fa L L 23 e 5
PEREF, BP ¥ERH 10 min /KB TCIE: 7870 4R A,
X5 DNA #5 BE RS S5 rh, 17 TP 9K 8
Il K Hilind i, Eamseeli, DNA w5
WM, T BP &M TP 3% [F—Fh DNA
a5 B BR, Rk, BP 3575 DNA KRR
ik.

%} FROZEN Fffh, BP A1 TP iEHEEL) DNA
AR FEE 43590 494.27+45.19 ng/ul 1 614.68+73.29
ng/uL. Hrr, % FS2 Al FS10-12, BP y:A1 TP i3
U DNA WRE TR EZR (p>0.05), 1T FS5 Al
FS7, BP ¥:42HUH DNA B3 5T TP % (p<0.05).
HHFHAY 10 MFEM, BP VEREUY) DNA IREY)E2%
KT TP ¥ (p<0.05). (B 1B) . FiFh 7242 EL ) DNA
SPEIREZE SRRV, RN AR RS RE T, LA
CFYEN KRS T RROK i, 252 BN [RIRE B (AR
201, BP A1 TP L AT 78 /0 2440, 1 DNA ¥ T
ZEIPTR . {H BP YRR A4, FTINER DNA SRELK

%} F ROASTED #£ 4, BP V241 TP £ HL ) DNA
SF U EE 4y BN 540.08+65.07 ng/ul Al 1190.77+
106.35 ng/uL. HH1, %FF FS5, BP yAM1 TP iEFREUT)
DNA WKRE LR EZER (p>0.05). X1 FS4, BP it
HUf DNA &5 T TP (p<0.05). 1HAD 14 AN
i, BP ¥EFEHLK) DNA W FES5 (KT TP ¥ (p>0.05)

(E 10, WIAITEII#A 2 IR K FINL A W4 S5 30
21, YEGHE R AL, ROASTED #5 fr
EYIHIAN U DNA 5%, BP VAR TP yE35 AT SRE
L) DNA, {HHT TP iERE T 76 /0 PR R 1 TR
Ji DNA, # TP i£3R43 /¥ DNA WL
2.12 DNA #94.%

a 25001
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[E] 1 BP S£7N TP SAH2ENAY DNA JREE
Fig.1 Concentration of DNA extracted with BP and TP methods
7E: 1~16 2% 4: FS1~16.a % FRESH #f%; b % FROZEN
H#db; ¢ 4 ROASTED ##45.
ZUFEELEI) DNA Ageo/Aggo EHNIAE 1.8~2.00 T
P 2R i, £ =FhAS[F 4L 277 50 (FRESH .
FROZEN F1 ROASTED) T, BP i£f TP iEFEHU
DNA Aj/Axo ¥ITE 1.7-2.1 JullN, ERZFZER
(p>0.05), BLHIPM I A 22 b i E A 26
AN, SRAFAEFERLE ) DNA

22 3@ PCR

PCR # HX A5k DNA K s Bk m, R,
PCR 4" 34 22 BN F1 52 DNA = [ BB 2 —
PL BP vAAM TP %437 ) FRESH. FROZEN #i
ROASTED F i 2 HUT) DNA 1E AR, #H1T PCR
P38, BEREEEIR IR R K 2 . 45K,
JIT DNA AR A3 HH 2 650 bp KNP [112%5
Vi AH BP 7280 TP 242 HUT) DNA #Bfgi £ PCR VLK
ER, HANH DNA WA PCR 4 G RCR 742 B 2
AN

a 2345 67 8910111213 1415 16 17181920 212223 242526

650 bp—~JPW PRI Hgﬂuu-ud—'uuuu

()
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[E] 2 BP SAF0 TP jAHZEN DNA Y PCR E2jK[E]
Fig.2 PCR amplification results using DNA extracted with BP
and TP methods

iE: 1~10 (BP %) 5 1524 (TP %) #auAast iz, 44

#: FS7. FS15. FS16. FS8. FS9. FS10. FS1. FS12. FS13.

FS14. 11 #= 25 A Fast B, 12 4= 26 2 AT E, 13: BioS50,

14: BioDL100. a % FRESH ##4&; b ) FROZEN #¥d%; ¢ %
ROASTED #f3%.

2.3 %t PCR
5] Sifﬁﬁsz%ﬁ‘;p 'lﬁgiiiiﬁ?ff Ny V/g
T ]
AR R IAE
8 o (FROZENBP =ROASTE;DIT; g §Z§
imE L Al

(&3 A BP JAF0 TP SAIRBUEI & 2 mmfh DNA Y Ct {EAN Tm {E
Fig.3 Comparison of Tm values of DNA extracted from
different fish species by BP method and TP method

JE: 1~4 4514 FS11. FS3. FS7. FS12.

NGt 4t PCR TEEAE I RE D 5 3215 4%, Mg
3G 25 R M IURPAYE SRR A AN O£ R 1y
1986 PCR, xRk R E0E H A E &% H 8281

166

K, FrAFESE CtE<35, HIFE—MFEARFE L
PR SRR E R, H CtETHIR X A, i B i fd
TR DNA EH T2 PCR 73 (K] 3a). 73
gb, i Tm BN A FEF, HEA R
(R PRI E M (B 30D,

24 TWEBWFEMAER

TEARMH S EFEEN 2. Z2mEWn,
SR TR RN Taq BEEE 1 ATTH06) PCR w2,
BP R EIRIE CTAB 27557, AMUA 2L
M, HESEASRIRNE A, LR ERZ Y
JiT, kG £ i R 2 HE 2 TR 2PN PCR 4 3838 s
B o, taRFE LR R, BRI
1 DNA [ AP, SRECDNA. R ] A 2 451
BRI F 2 — . BP V5 K I K AR T (R 45 5
10 min, AIIIERFREUENL DNA fIRER, BT KA R
n PRIR S E .

K BP £ 0] WFTA 7 i D52 H DNA.
BP JEHEHUI) DNA W EETE B4 ng/ul B 7 5 DNA
WE N 388.16:60.75 ng/uL, Ase/Asso ¥ 1.80+0.01.
AUREL 5 DNA KRFEZN 333.80+51.45 ng/uL,
Asso/Asgy N 1.85£0.14 . 5 £ J 7= i DNA IKE N
577.71£71.78 ng/uL, Age/Asgo N 1.85+0.18. FITA 75
AR HE 25 650 bp [ COL &S B, Hlly
JiR G P 35) R LU
241 B ELERBHT

BOLD 4 2 rp Ee o e L, 71 85 307 B £ 7

(N=2) HJSRAGHUEE KT 98%1IFh, HAT/Edff
K.

FrE AP (N=21), HI3REHILLE K
T 98% IR 9 ANF= i I EAIMK T 408, fud:
FR2-4. FR6-7. FR9. FR13. FR16 f1 FR21, #JfK
PUE BRI ER N 42.86% (9/21). FIAIK) 12 DA
77 I TOIEE R4 0E, (B 8 AN Mm%
ERJE/KF, F5: FR1. FR5. FR8. FR10. FRI2.
FR14. FR19 1 FR20. ifj FR11. FR15. FR17 #1 FR18
M55k B A [F] & I 2 AN AR URE KT 98%.

TEFTE T EE AT (N=47) , f 34 47
A ARAR AR R T 98% IR (72.3%, 34/47) . #H
AEE/NT 98% W Fh A TQ6-8+ TQI1. TQI14.
TQ16. TQI19. TQ21. TQ24-25. TQ30. TQ40 #
TQ45-46. 1t 34 MFEMF, H 23 MESATEDFIK
FXw, o H oA TQI-5. TQI0. TQI2-13 .
TQ23 . TQ26-28 . TQ32-37 . TQ39 . TQ4l1 .
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TQ43-44. TQ47. WF/KT-EEMRINZEA 67.65% DI#N 72.86%

(23/34). TEFIREI 11 AR, 9 AN e 2 JEK i EIRBF AT 5, BP VEHEEL) DNA ® T
F, 5l TQ9. TQI5. TQ17. TQI19. TQ28-31. DNA KM% 5E, (BAEMKFE e SR8k, nf
TQ38. MR : (D Bl IA T IECR D>, Toik

ik, A2 70 MERNT T, A 5T ARG AETRULECHT AR, (2) Phikr) CO1 TN Fr B
FAAEER T 98% A, i 2] 81.43%; 34 AN TRSF, ToiRIX 7 —BeR Gk REUL YA . R,
A BE S E BIRIKF, Bk 25 5E BThFH 48.57%: T 18 MK E B R HORE i AT LA %6 H 1228 1R 57
HEN, A 18 DB E BB, R E L PEREDR B, FREAT R — % AR

F4 TEANTREERSFEEHER
Table 4 Sample information and molecular analysis of commercial fishproducts

Yy o 1 1 Y KT
e ma{;i S DNA#UR PCRAH SR S% ;;;;iiﬁ;i —%g @»UJ:
FS17 o S \ Micropterus salmoides (99.35~100) \/ S N
FS18 $x& S \ Scophthalmus maximus (99.58) \/ \ N
ERI it J J Trachinotus ovatus (99.84~100), J N
T. anak (99.78)

FR2 LI B N \ Sciaenops ocellatus (99.12~100) Y v N
FR3 ke \ \ Nemipterus japonicus (99.46~100) y \ \
FR4 Il & v \ Cololabis saira (99.78~100) Y v \/
ERS tha J J Scomber australasicus (99.88~100), J J

S.japonicus (99.35), S.colias (98.49)
FR6 7] 43 \/ \ Mene maculate (99.87~100) Y v \/
FR7 Jeskiy v S Odontobutis potamophila (98.56~99.15) Y v \/
RS . J J Pampus -argenteus (99.53~100), J J

P.echinogaster (99.33~100)

FR9 #IN& S \ Larimichthys crocea (99.89~100) \/ S N

Epinephelus coioides (99.69~100),
FRI0  &sié V Y E. tauvina (99.69~100), \ \

E. awoara (99.84)

ERII . J J Conger japon_icus (99.53~99.84), J

Muraenesox cinereus (99.53~99.84)

Trichiurus lepturus (99.11~99.84),
_— #a J J T. gang.;eticu's (99.67~99.83), J J

T. japonicus (99.69),
Trichiurus sp. (98.13~98.14)

FR13 P d \/ S Lateolabrax japonicus (99.35~100) Y v \/

Scomberaustr alasicus (98.9~100),
FR14 fit \ \ S.japonicus (98.89~99.69), v \/

S.colias (98.88~99.06)
RIS P J J Katsuwonus pelamis (99.84~100), J
Thunnus thynnus (99.84)
FR16 &MRAT & N \ Dissostichus mawsoni (99.84~100) \/ v N
TR

#ELEW
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Pangasianodon hypophthalmus (99),
FR17 B \/ \ Pangasius bocourti (99.84), Y
Pangasius krempfi (99.84)

Coryphaenoides acrolepis (100),
Albatrossia pectoralis (100),

1

1=
2
2

FRI8 45 _
Austroglossus pectoralis (100),

C. longifilis (99.21)

Patagonotothen ramsayi (99.56),
FR19  #tks J \ Pguntheri (99.24), Ptessellata (99.33), Y d
P.wiltoni (99.37)
Helicolenus avius (99.12), H.barathri (99.39),

FR20 4 zpté v \ H.percoides (99.58), H.hilgendorfi (99.25), V d
H.dactylopterus (99.29)
FR21 &b % & x/ \ Planiliza haematocheila (99.89~100) V \ N
el i a v v Larimichthys polyactis (100) v v v
TQ2 o \ V V \ \
TQ3 d \ V v \
TQ4  fiii & v v Lophius litulon (100) v v v
TQ5 d \ V \ \
TQ6 d \
TQ7 d S Liparis sp. (97)
T )
Lepidotrigla microptera (100),
TQ9 \ \ L. grandis (100), L. spinose (100), \/ V
L. papilio (100)
TQ10 \/ \ Polydactylus sextarius (100) Y v \/
TQ11 Gkt N S Johnius borneensis (94)
TQ12 Y S Pennahia argentata (100) Y v N
TQ13 S \ Harpadonnehereus (100) Y v \/
TQ14 \ \ Liparis sp. (97)
TQ15 J J Theragra- chalcog r-amma (100), J J
Iy & T. finnmarchica (100)
TQI6 v N Liparis sp. (97)
TQ17 J J Theragra- chalcog r-amma (100), J J
T. finnmarchica (100)
TOI8 J J Thamnaconus hypargyreus (100), J
T. tessellates (100)
TQI9 N N sillago sp. (99) V J
TQ20 L N S Pampus sp. (84)
TQ21 N S Sillago sp. (99) x/ S
TQ22 J J Theragra. chalcog r.amma (100), J J
T. finnmarchica (100)
TR
#ELEW
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TQ23 S Y Harpadonnehereus (100) Y v \/
TQ24 \/ \ Rhynchoconger flavus (95)
TQ25 e \/ \ Ariosomashiroanago (96)
TQ26 S \ Muraenesox cinereus (100) Y v \/
TQ27 \/ \ Rhynchocongerectenurus (100) Y v \/
TQ28 S \ Harpadon nehereus (100) Y v v
;ngz Fax 8! j j Sillago sp. (99) \V/ j
TQ31 S \ Liparis sp.(97)
Q32 v v Okamejei hollandi (100) v N v
TQ33 J J l V V
TQ34 “h V V Xl v V
T3 v v Lophius litulon (100) v v v
TQ36 V V V V V
TQ37 V V V V V
TO38 J J Theragra- chalcogr_amma (100), Ny J
T. finnmarchica (100)

TTQ39 \/ \ Saurida wanieso (100) Y v \/
TQ40 NM* N S Liparis sp. (97)
TQ41 N Y Micropogonias furnieri (100) y \ \
TO42 J J Takifugu oblongus (1-00), J

Lagocephalus gloveri (100)

TQ43 S S Lophiomussetigerus (100) Y N N
TQ44 N Y Larimichthys polyactis (100) y \ \
Igiz ks :// :// Liparis sp. (97)
TQ47 \/ \ Lophius litulon (100) Y V \/

i %5 FS ¥ AHEES T 5 %5 FRYAL AL TR %5 TQHAM AR &%, NM*: FHaE 8 ERPAIREE LT,

3 ZHig

3.1 AWFFEEREY, BP A TP VA Al 3545 mali
) DNA f5iti, FFHi8 PCR %% PCR 714, AHLL
BN, TP @ KR, SR DNA WKREHE
11, 110 BP VA AT {ERGIN (R 2R P, Inik DNA FREUK
o PR T 5 JE IS TR DNA PR I A
Jik DNA SRECECE FH TR e A — e R HAME .
3.2 RH BPEM 70 AN H A SRR DNA 5
B, FET I 650 bp 1) CO1 FERLE MM A B it
YR I, 81.43%I07= i T SRAFAR AL EE=98% 14t s
TE P 7K ST 7K ST ) %65 58 D 2653 30 8 48.57% AW
74.29%.
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