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[(FZE] B#Y: ik DNA IR S5 b2 b b ARMEER Bufo gargarizans Cantor S HARDy S il 174 773k
M GenBank T2 T 6 FhilEis:)& Bufo . 2 Fikid: @ Rana . 1 F#E & Pelophylax F1 1 Fh/INM & Hynobius f) COT £ 4714k
B[R DNA 351, ] Clustal X 1. 81 1 BioEdit #4443 5% 5 5 647 Xt FZi 8 . A MEGA 4. 0 #0444 B Kimura 32
Kok SR )RR Rl 5 G 1S . T DUk R 29 M 2 R G R BRI XS AR SR AT 30 . SR WM RS
BWRE, hRERN TR AR A RER, RIS ARSI 5. g8 COI L% DNA 741 fgfg f
rh 2l eh AR IR T HER 25
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Identification of Bufo gargarizans and Its Adulterants by DNA Barcoding Technique
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[ Abstract] Objective: To study the feasibility of using DNA barcoding technique to identify Bufo gargarizans and its
adulterants based on COI gene. Methods: Sequences of partial mitochondrial DNA from cytochrome oxidase subunit T( COT)
gene of 6 species from Bufo, 2 species from Rana, 1 species from Pelophylax, and 1 species from Hynobius were downloaded
from the GenBank data library. The COI sequences were aligned and edited using ClustalX 1. 81 and BioEdit 7. 0. 9. 0 software,
respectively. The interspecific and intraspecific genetic distances of different sequences were calculated by Kimura double
parameter method using software MEGA 4. 0. Based on all the aligned and edited COI sequences, the phylogenetic analyses
were conducted using Bayesian inference ( BI) and maximum parsimony ( MP) to identify B. gargarizans and adulterant. Results
COI sequence haplotypes of different samples of B. gargarizans were gathered together, formed its own monophyly, and
distinguished from its adulterants by Bl and MP trees. Conclusion: The COI sequence is ideal DNA barcode to identify
B. gargarizans and its adulterants correctly.
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FrAEE IS Bufo gargarizans Cantor 3 J& T i iRl
(Bufonidae) | WEURJE Bufo, 1 HARAS A UE B FIWE Ik
EIREEG A S bt MY EiR R G )
EESLESY . BRI, e AR Hoh
AR i BA Bt EN, Wi

B B A O g A A R 2 0 AR T A
W BT, AZGE AR ORI T A, B
1 T EP AR SR A AR D, T BT LU Al B)
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EANA RO, A REORUEZ RN b 24 1 il IR 24 %2
T AT R

HHT, ST HESh B 28 251 Y %58 32 AR 4 o
TOIEA . B R BRI AR . R ARk R ANk
W TR A o 25 A E AT S ) 250 A, T ANk
R 128 rRNA [N 0] H] T AR W i 55 35000 F S 1) 48
SN AR, KB B BN, A R R TR
AR THET, AR S S M2 b, BeA *)
S FRy AT AN S AR HE — 2D B Y . ZORL IR 4 i
@z C 1L 1 WE cytochrome oxidase subunit I
(COT) HE A Ry 25 1 Jot g A PR, HC 9% 05 55 =67
FEZ HAR P IR I BN, B BRI S 5+,
[ s FLAB AR, B — S I RSFPE, AT LA )
MW HEM S, AR5 ok, A
[ 2 T HEAT HBR ST, TRl i st
i, COIZERATRIAES N DNA FIB M E 7 FhRid. A
WH5ELL COT LK g o3 FAmic, AIFE HHH 4 5] v 24 44

SRR Bh ) h AR i K HAR D 0y ATk
1 #REFAZ®
11 b

F TR g e b s Je HOR Pl R R BN
REFISMEERY COT B ¥ 2 5k B T 36 [ [ R A W) 4
ARAFE G (NCBI) ) GenBank, M THHERGE R T
RNHFERFSIR BT 6 MEERE Bufo, 2 bRk &
Rana 1 1 F#Y dek J& Pelophylax, HHAU(EHE WL 1,
HhRE N AL 45k A T /N 88 Hynobius v [ /)N i
Hynobius chinensis ) 3 & COI & %744 % K &4 DNA
J¥ 51 ( GenBank % 5% 5 2y JN165870, JN165869 #iI
IN165868)

FHTARAG L0 1 85 K2 25 04 0 T2 e M 25 44 1T
Yy, MFIRWNE e 24568 vh BEALA0 I 3 DS AEA AT E A
KEo 3 AKEA 4 G A 44 S~ Samplel . Sample2 |
Sample3

F1 rheciEie B HBMAR COI F5| % GenBank RS

& % 4 B A GenBank % 3 -

HRiEJE Rana T bRiE Rana amurensis 2 Hapl KF020606 ; KF020603

BBy VIR Rana amurensis 2 Hap2 KF020604 ; JF939079
By VT bk Rana amurensis 1 Hap3 KF020605
P E MRk Rana chensinensis 1 Hap4 KF020612
i E Mk Rana chensinensis 1 Hap5 JF939080

M FE e J& Pelophylax ARG def: Pelophylax nigromaculatus 2 Hap6 JQ844522 ; JQ844521
SBEMFE o Pelophylax nigromaculatus 1 Hap7 70844520
i) Bufo FRAEIEER Bufo gargarizans 1 Hap8 JN700878
HrAEISIR: Bufo gargarizans 1 Hap9 JN700879
i ALIE IS Bufo gargarizans 1 Hapl0 JN700880
FETWE IS Bufo bankorensis 1 Hapl1 HQ650558
PERCWE IS Bufo tibetanus 1 Hapl2 HM582424
o[RS Bufo stejnegeri 1 Hapl3 Q844504
HRWELR Bufo stejnegeri 1 Hapl4 70844503
HRESEER Bufo melanostictus 1 Hapl5 JN700876
TERFWENS Bufo raddei 1 Hap16 IN700877

L2 Jik 7.0.9.0"% Xt LA IS HIF ST i, i MEGA 4.0

1.2.1 F A 58 FH 4 Clustal X 1.81 Xf M
GenBank T3 i fg by IR0 M MR COT 3
RIS 43 7 31 9 47 Lt %) A1 HE P, K/ BioEdit
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1.2.2 RGER MM FET L6 R 2 /9
A COT KL 43 7 41, 43 5 1 DL 38y 25 ( Bayesian
inference, BI) Fll{aj 24 ¥ ( maximum parsimony, MP)
Xof AR BE R RN R Oh i AT R G H 400, R BI
OMP W R R S & R, Mo BT MiBayes
3.1 2 e Ry, MP R PAUP ™ 4.0 beta 10 %k
PR HEE BLRSIE, i COL JEH 3 A%
F X e AOR A, PO 4 3 %+
FRAE A & e AP o = A A . H
MrModeltest 2. 3 ZxfE "7 4R $i% AIC ( Akaike Information
Criterion ) K S bR E 53 51 e 45 3 A AN [m] &8 43 B 48 19 A
SRR, Hodr, SRR TR T Y
Bl AL (GTR + G) , 25 AN 1AL s o 727
SRS AL (HKY + 1), 58 = AN 1 s i e
PR B Bl B R (GTR + G) o Dh/RBF R 5 1) 5245
K% 1% (Markov Chains Monte Carlo, MCMC) % &
VU & 4E I 12 4T 2 000 000 R, Ry T B A HUR SO
&L, MCMC 73 Jlia 7k . B 100 AR — N HEA,
IIE K 40 002 MHEAS, Zak o trian, A st e
100 000 fR/5A% AR, XA, SILRR MRS
38 002, HFIRMHEARERGEW, JFMhTHHE R
FAH. M MP R, B8 3 28 8 5 KEL bootstrap
nreps 24 1000 ¥, i HJA & 248 R 534 H 28 8 52 5
e, Ja RIS R U B ALE D B0 A i b
B, BEE 10 ¥, R TBR 43358,
1.2.3 FRf AR A% BEPHZH DNA R9$2I: 1
BRI} - — G TP ot St $2 A0 £ TR0 U % 3R B N AR
ARHHEAEEIZH DNA, $2HUS Y DNA T -80 Crh
A o

PCR #3401 DNA J&0 2 . A5 14%F Chmf4 F1
Chmrd XTFAZAEAS (9 COT JE P 7 51 #E 4T PCR 974
Hoh, IE @ 3 4 Chmf4 [ ¥ 5 RS-
TYTCWACWAAYCAYAAAGAYATCGG-3', % [ 5| ¥
Chmrd 1 ¥ 31) 3 5'-ACYTCRGGRTGRCCRAARAATCA-
3, PCR I A ZR N 25 ul, {345 DNA Bk
0.5 wL(5 ~50 ng) . LIS TG4 1 pl
(10 pmol ), 10 x PCR Buffer 2.5 uL, MgCI2
(25 mmol-L™") 1.5 pL. dNTPs (10 mmol - L")
0.5 pL. Taqg DNA polymerase (5 u-ul™") 0.5 pL,
ddH20 17.5 pL, PCR J [ #2 JF 2 95 °C i 4% ¥k
5 ming HE AT 35 AMERR, B 94 CA2
1 min, 46 CiE K 1 min, 72 CEM: 1 min; HJ5
72 CHEfHi 10 min, PCR =¥tk T AW T4 i

CBeA) AR G AT . 55149 7351 COI-CO1
. COI-CO3, H ¥ COI-CO1 () JF % H 5'-
TYTCWACWAAYCAYAAAGAYATTGG-3',  COI-CO3
HIF51 8 5'-ACYTCYGGRTGACCAAARAAYCA-3" "%

FEREFEAR R E AT A Clustal X 1. 81 Al
R 1201 BRI B R A B AT o A
X, H MEGA 4. 0 #4418 Kimura X2 %%
TR AR FE A 5 H A & > W Fh 22 8] 9 35t 1% BE
B bR 2.2 97k, KB BRI YA
JFAN 5 R R AR AR 1Y )7 50 i BI R 48 & B W MP
REREW .

W DL EJr vk, AR R AR 5 AR i iR 2 ]
R R BN T 5 A& A Z R B AL B RS, B
FrREA 5 AR IRTE Rk B W R TR —4
X EIERER R, WX RRR AR AR S 1E i AR i 0 g s
B, RRZ MR

2 H#R

2.1 J¥5) 50 Hr

HABIE IR | AHOCTR PR it RSN E (1) COL IR &R 43
[ Boy g 40 te s F g e, 780 R W i
556 bp, £ 223 DAEFA A, HP AL E 217 A
211 {E B A7 & ( parsimony-informative characters) , FIf
AIFHNHTEY G+ C &l 46.3% , HhARIEIR I F
H)G+CEih 47.8% , kA iE iy 5 54 )75
PP G+ C S 2R AKR, RS ERFN A 58 IR
EIRYYE Y 0. 018 ~0. 031, 55 HAl A i Fir a] 3gt 1%
FEES R 0. 112 ~0.294, Fh N Kist & #E =y 0. 031,
Ap ) e /DA BE R o 0. 112, BRIk, AR s g
4 ol P 35t A% BE 2 /N T 5 AR B i 22 T Y e ] 35t
(=
2.2 rhAgigEhy K HARDh it i R G R B

it BT Bk Fl MP My @ R Gk B MR,
2RTEMENRERER ET A, WK 1,
B 1 &35 R0 SRy SRR A BL AR Y 5 S 3=
(posterior probability, PP) Fl MP # it H 2 3 155 &
(Bootstrap, BS), 7E BI il MP R4t Lk FMfrh, g
WEAR A 9 1 A B R | A3, RE X
53 CAE BUR B SCRFBEAN & (PP =0.67) , {HTE MP
R, AR ) A Y DA Y ST R 1 A
BR(BS=99),
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- Hynobius chinensis (1) 1.00/100 Hap2 Rana amurensis (2)
. Hapl R sis (2
- Hynobius chinensis (1) ap! Rana amurensis (2)
0.95/ Hap3 Rana amurensis (1)
1.00/99 (— Hap4 Rana chensinensis (1)
1.00/95 Hap5 Rana chensinensis (1)
1.00/100 I: Hap6 Pelophylax nigromaculatus (2)
Hap7 Pelophylax nigromaculatus (1)
Hap8 Bufo gargarizans (1)
1.00/100 0.67/99 [ Hap8 Bufo gargarizans _
Hap9 Bufo gargarizans (1) | Bufo gargarizans
0.68/99 Hap10 Bufo gargarizans (1)
1.00/100 — Hapl1 Bufo bankorensis (1)
0.77/67 I: Hap12 Bufo tibetanus (1)
1.00/50 1.00/100 I: Hap13 Bufo stejnegeri (1)
Hap14 Bufo stejnegeri (1)
0.93/77 [ Hapls Bufo melanostictus (1)
L Hap16 Bufo raddei (1)

- Hynobius chinensis (1)

—— 0.1 expected changes per site
TE: RSN T BUR R S0 AR PP ORI MP 4 (19 [ 24 SC 358 BS, Hodr, feflkizZein
oo PPAE, RIERIA N BSE, BRALM—L =8, RW PP E/NT 0.5 5 BS {H/hT 50,
1 HEEREROGHNRZREN

2.3 PR REAHY LLPhYE HIZS B Sample 5 AR I LTI 1 A9 S
WP RGT, 3 A B REAIE L 1 gy TR IR, LIRS RIEERAO LR 1A A

R, AL Sample” FR. FERIREA g Hapd DU O SCRRBREROR AR — A2 (PP = 0.95;

Sk [ 10 36 P4 B B 12 0. 002 50,033 i, v B9 =93

TR 2 R B, R, R

r Hynobius chinensis (1) Hap8 Bufo gargarizans (1)
= Hynobius chinensis (1) 0.65/98 —————— Hap9 Bufo gargarizans (1) ) )
0.66/99 Bufo gargarizans
- Hynobius chinensis (1) — 0.95/93 |: Sample Sample (1)
Hap9 Bufo tibetanus (1)
1.00/ 1.00/100 I: Hap11 Bufo bankorensis (1)
0.78/68 Hap12 Bufo tibetanus (1)
1.00/100  Hap13 Bufo stejnegeri(1)

Hap14 Bufo stejnegeri(1)

0.94/76 Hap15 Bufo melanostictus (1)
1.00/100 I: Hap16 Bufo raddei (1)
Hap2 Rana amurensis (2)
M'i[ Hapl Rana amurensis (2)
0.95/ Hap3 Rana amurensis (1)
0.99/99 ~ Hap4 Rana chensinensis (1)
1.00/95 I: Hap5 Rana chensinensis (1)
1.00/100 I: Hap6 Pelophylax nigromaculatus (2)
Hap7 Pelophylax nigromaculatus (1)
—— 0.1 expected changes per site
T RSN A LA BLRY S 5085 PP I MP 1Y) F 26 2B BS, Hirb, #ERMRI AN

PP {H, R0 BS M, BEALM—d vz H, #W PP E/NT 0.5 5 BS {H/h T 50,
B2 fFarER, REERfBEhaplRaLE H
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3 Wi

3.1 COI [ F5) 43 #r

AR K HLIR O i COT 35 P 31 43 47 26 1
Hh A R D AR B R R 0. 031, T H: 5 BT A 9
Py AR LS AL B B /N R 0. 112, PRI, PR
Fh PSR A HE B /N T 55 H AR B i =2 ] i o i 358 42 B
B, LU COLSEHFF1 R4 Fhric, Hsk %l
AR R AR B . BT AE COL 74 rh 7 76 h A ifs
MR [ T A RS P o ) S At R 0205, BT AT 1A
3 o ST L 57 1 TR e AR W I 1 A S A )|
Yy, Tt e, B, AR
2k AT LU A S PCR P e 2 (0%
3.2 ZERBEMT

ST o D IS0 o O ) 24 1 4 e v A M I IRl
MRS R BERTLLE th, ARSI A 7 2
GREWHREN—NRR, Wi, BidWERS
KRR, TTLUE AR s i RO i X T, Lk E
e | eh AR A TE 4 LI
3.3 FRRRREAS (1 2L ph % 51

T 3 AN AR AS B A3 750 5 e AR B s 2 ] )
WL RRN, HS T REINTE R R BRI R
Tl—% PR ZR, B3 M RAEA N IE 5
A B P B 7

4 HFig

AT HTas RR W], Lokl COL KL 7 41 g
38 i FUAL RN AR A | AR I R A IR Dl il =22 8]
BEHIRS AT, DR i b Ry IR A 5 X S )
ol 2 6] (4 2R 58 5 7 W R FIWTZ AR 2 15 O rh AR I i
FROBE B, AT 38 B0 R R AR 1 FL D S . I,
COT KL PRy 91 2 5 o FRAEL ) S 7 v A 0 i e TR P
Anfl) DNA Z6EH0

S 3k
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SR AR, W 3. %I kX T 73
S R AT MO0 K REAR A TE A 14 Pl D7) 00 45

ARSLHRE PCR-RFLP J5 3 51 A HL 1% 2O %8 5
H, RUNZEORBA MR, . Wi TRV,
AEA K Sl o R O i TR) IR 32 07 96 XA i 220K
%, P, e i B R SE8OR, A
BRI Rt PR R S R T 1

15 min 30 min 2h
M1 2 3 456 7N SERANSINOE NS4 S 6 7 N

Over night

M 1 2 30 4FSSRE6RST SN SNR)

7 M. DL2000 Marker ( 47 JC /N F R Wi 4K %k 100, 250,
500, 300, 400, 500 bp); 1. &, 2. ] pgdis; 3. HhAEHE
s 4 PARESHE; S WIME; 6. ZRME; 7. JRRME; N PSR
(L4 dd H20 HEHR) .

B3 EIRtExtar HERIE RN
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