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20164 11 A3 H~11 A 6 H, MHIEFERKASEZ
S TR SN 81 M HAREKESKEZITS
L7z, RKRZICBWT [BBE DNA 5T BT 5%
7T % )V PCR OEEHRE & PCR BEM I 2w
Tl L) EHTHEBEET- 7.

2. MEE

PAE, KEAEYOE=S Y VT LCTRE
DNA FENFEHZE£O TS, B DNA (LLF
eDNA) & id, BREEFOEYH KD DNA WiH O 2
ETHY, BHUALLRAKLZABKIZEENS
eDNA Z 513 5 2 & CHEYOIE - RIEHIEZT T
Bl AEMEOHEEDIT) TLHTED. eDNA 22D
TR 72 DNA 203 55, —RWIC) 7 vy
A L PCR DV ST VB, Fz it Tk
ELTTYHIVPCR IS TWE. FU% )L
PCR 131 7V % A 2 PCR & }b-X DNA HMEREE 7%
BURHIX LC Oy - EEASE BN, FFAbkT
& EN5 PCR MEMEORE L LT IZ L WTFik
ThbEEbNTw5A, PCR HEWHE & MY H
DT I VEERY 2 VERE o IR RO A
Mafel, SO WEMEMATHI LIZLD
DNA DM FE LT 3% (Takahara et al. 2015)
o lENEINTWS, LaL, B/ EHICH
WHENLFNEA R L EOREDOERFEE R PCR [H
EMPEAD B DD S M7 > T, KiFFET
X720 X 9 7% PCR HEWEL S HEN LB
D SRR L7 E ) 7 VY A4 L PCR RO T Y
%)V PCR CHAMT L, 7Y% ) PCR DE=EIFER
PCR FHEM4 %532 2 & 2 B E L7z,

3. A&

2016 4F 6 H 28 HIZHUHRAF AR 1 12 & % ity THR
KEIT-720.1, 0.5, 1.0, 2.0, 40 (L) OKEE 7 4
V& —iEE L, D% DNA 21T 7. EAE
BEZHTETH T VHO PCR HEYE OBEE
RELERDH T EHNHVTHAH. DNA FHHEDK
TN 135 (L) WZxFL, TV 4V PCR OER
FERICED X L Kb wWifETh b
A A % (Lateolabrax japonicus) @ DNA (133.33
copies/uL) % 1.5uL § 2 0 L 72, [ K 12 TE
Buffer 13.5puL 126f LA D X X ¥ DNA % 1.5
pL ML 724 > 7 v 248 (BT Lja only) L,
BAL > TV DNA 2l LT L 729 > v
(LT Lja in Nakaike) & QR EFTo72. 1EH L7
TNV EYTIVEY A L PCR ETNT Y 4 )L PCR
THM L7z, &% 7 )V PCR D) K L % 3 [47
WV, FEEROFED R L& 5 EfTo 7.
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Fig. 1IZ7RL72. V7 V¥ A LAPCRIZFTY ¥ L
PCR DEEAEF & I, Lja only OERFEF L 0
AW R e W I R AR AWt ¢ k1| | ) A
W& A LPCREUTYH ) PCR TOFHHE % t
METHKLZEZA, WTFhoWEBEOY > 7L
IZBWTH T IV PCR DA Lja only & DFE®
MRDEDPHEEIRAKERZ IR L7 (ttest, p<
0.05).

5. EZ

SEOFEFRLY, VT VI AL LPCR L) FV ¥
)V PCR O N E AT IEN T 5 A et A RIg
SNTz. RGEMOLE - AIEHEZT Th Em
7z DNA M B L FHE L 2 17 UE 7 & 20\
G, TYZNVPCR Gt EH IR EWEE 2
51 %, eDNA GHIZBWV T eDNA D 5 D4
WEOHEIFEL AP R ENTWD (Takahara et
al. 2012, Thomsen et al. 2012, Pilliod et al. 2013, Mo-
yer et al. 2014) 7%, DNA 5 fED X 71 = X 2, Bt
B IC & 1% PCR M E 0 2B Ei%, DNA
FEETOIBRICEETHLEEZONLERIZEHL
TREWELPI R > T ARVHELL WV, flr0FHS
DA ZALEFHL 2D, ERBEORVTLEY
M2 Z e CAEYEIREDRES LT 2 &5 fE
Thb.
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SO 81 [ H AR A THEAERT 5 12H
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B RRT, SCH N RE R ERE DB 213 U
B, ZLOHAPLYERTEV . Z ZIZE R
DEXHL LT,

SEXH

Moyer GR, Difaz-Ferguson E, Hill JE, Shea C (2014) As-
sessing environmental DNA detection in controlled lentic
systems. PLOS ONE, 9: e103767

Pilliod DS, Goldberg CS, Arkle RS, Waits LP, Richardson J
(2013) Estimating occupancy and abundance of stream am-
phibians using environmental DNA from filtered water sam-
ples. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences,
70: 1123-1130

Takahara T, Minamoto T, Doi, H (2015) Effects of sample
processing on the detection rate of environmental DNA
from the Common Carp (Cyprinus carpio). Biological Con-
servation, 183 : 64-69.

Takahara T, Minamoto T, Yamanaka H, Doi H, Kawabata Z
(2012) Estimation of fish biomass using environmental
DNA. PLoS ONE, 7: 35868

Thomsen PF, Kielgast J, Iversen LL, Wiuf C, Rasmussen M,
Gilbert MT, Orlando L, Willerslev E (2012) Monitoring
endangered freshwater biodiversity using environmental
DNA. Molecular Ecology, 21 : 2565-2573.

— S-26 —



