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Abstract

In order to explore the most suitable extraction method of the Enterocytozoon hepatopenaei (EHP)
genome, five methods were used to extract genomes of equal amounts of EHP, including tradi-
tional and improved phenol/chloroform extraction, enzymatic hydrolysis of chitin, marine ani-
mals DNA kit and plant genomic DNA Kit. Results showed that the effect on the genomic concen-
tration was in descending order of marine animals DNA kit (18.825 ng/uL), enzymatic hydrolysis
of chitin (17.17 ng/pL), improved phenol/chloroform extraction (15.06 ng/uL), traditional phe-
nol/chloroform extraction (10.8 ng/uL), plant genomic DNA kit (10.8 ng/uL); the effect on the ge-
nome integrity was in descending order of marine animals DNA Kit, improved phenol/chloroform
extraction, plant genomic DNA Kit, traditional phenol/chloroform extraction, enzymatic hydroly-
sis of chitin. Due to the highest extraction concentration and the best integrity, this study confirms
that the method of marine animals DNA kit was the most suitable extraction method for EHP ge-
nome.
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1. 5|

2009 4, e IRAEA KRB I BE 1 0 IR ofOR I T — iR R, S T A N I i R
(Enterocytozoon hepatopenaei, EHP) [1]. %P7 /it — e as 40 i 3 27 A (0 S 4m B A% A4, mT RL S|k
LR R [2] . BEYZ A ISR A K 2218, H R AR, SEOTIFFRE MG S ZA5F, 7o NI,
PR E, SO IR IR I R T R SR 2 —, B AN KRR k. 2013 AERAK,  FRIE R R
P =X G RIA EHP JiAT[3]. R H X FRFEXTHR - H I Z 0 IR AT, 2015~2017 4F EHP [1RH %
4318 56.96%. 69.52%. 29.28% [4], 2019 4E EHP [HIFHPEAS 2N 65.4% [5], S4 A E BRI E

R e A B A A A BE RS LT R T N BE[6], HARTRENRY), HAMSEX — R
JAAS RIS RS MR RE 77, AL DNA SRECTANE 1R R S VRl F B H 46 11 R
WPRHUL R, LR B s, (R e A B 2, FEARET B A T . R M U T
-y, AR BB RI[7]. PR ER . m R BRI R R, O R A AT
Bz —. B, WFHF M S ERI T2 A PCR HR, ) 4% R I e e R 2 DNA 2 J 482 5 36 IR 32
ITHIOREE, $rm BRI A AR se B 1, R4 w7 A R BUSE G AT B, ARt 2 4 L TR 4 DNA I
(R L EE A, ST 0 P 1 M SR 1) B 98 AR} 2 8 B A B R S o AHIF 0T B b I iz A s 268 R 4 2 B
T3 RAT HE R IR B R e B SR L, DA BRI & (IR I P 5 R 2 3R B V5
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2. MR EFHE
2.1. FRUFSRIE

FEP PLANTERT IR SR AR R EE T AR X TR TE ) o
2.2. FE(UF

HLASIHA(SPEX SamplePrep 1600MiniG). ¥ &L #L(Eppendorf 5810R)~ #% & 43 #11% (NanoDrop
2000). PCR 1% (ProFlex PCR System). 414 Hik{X (Bioptic Qsep100).

2.3. WFFFRARRREI Y . R4

BB i SRR N A AR R i U2 3 g o4y, 3 2ET 5 mL B8N, M SIRATE; Bk HASR
SRS F) 50 mL B0, DN 25~30 mL EEAEFE K, YRZET, 600 rpm &40 30 min, BU_EEIEWR,
FUUE; LR 12000 rpm 2.0 30 min, HUyiE, FHAERER/KETE, 12000 rpm 250 30 min BT,
FHAE B ER /KB, SRAZUN I M o3RRI I W 2 BE R FE B9 0, USCBRE 35  FR 0 R B ) 2
VR BRIERER B, 19 B0 A B S i i M e

2.4. WM ATBARR R B EH4H DNA $2EL

1) LG A PR B BOER i A e 556 R 40 2 BN i A 3 12 W IR [10] 1) 7 Vi) 46 A R . L)
107 cell A F B L& H, HIA 500 uL 2% CTAB ¥, 18%), 25°CHEHE 2.5h, B 550 uL fhigw 1, A
J1IRE % /b 30 sec, 12000 rpm .0 5 min, /NCGIREL B JZIKAR(Z) 430 pL), AIAFHAEH 11 600 uL, H /)
WA %/ 30 sec, 12000 rpm B0 5 min, /NGO EKAH(Z) 360 uL), HIA—20°C Fiiv 1 1.5 f54AF
KB, BIERAIEIR, —20CULEtZER 8 h LIk, 12000 rpm &0 5 min, 7& EiE, Ui 75%7HE btk
—WK, BT, I 20 uL TE MR, —20°C B R .

2) 5 BT AR Fh ARE BE E T M i b i PR 4L 107 cell duARF B0 8F Ff, IA 500 uL 2% CTAB,
BN 20 mg/mL I AR K 20 pL, JR2), S55CHFEER, WHZEER)G, A 550 uL gk 1, HIJiR
4%/ 30 sec, 12000 rpm B5.0» 5 min, ZNCIREL EJZE/KAH(Z) 450 pl), AOAFh$HZHE 11 600 uL, H1RA
%/ 30 sec, 12000 rpm &0 5 min, /MO EZ7KAH(29 360 pl), AN\ 500 pL ¢ A R, 518 RS H0R,
—20°CYiiE 30 min, 12000 rpm &0 5 min, 3% biF, UUUEH 75%IFEBE s — Ik, HIATHE, A 20 uL TE
MR AR, —20°CEHRAT

3) WFFEBNMIH AR A ZH DNA $HUA TR Gk 32 BT I iz i i RS R 2487 F TIANGEN A Bl s P4
ZIBLA 2] DNA JREGR A & (B0 AR, BLZ) 107 cell Hufk, FANGER 200 Ml GA LRI B O, e
R 15 sec; B 20 uL Proteinase K (20 mg/mL), BeiRiE>), FEEC, 56°CHE 2 h, F/NNIRG RS
2~3 X, HHIR 15 sec; M 200 uL 2K GB, Fu4rHifsVEA], 70°CHE 10 min; A 200 pL Jo7k 4B,
FEERAT; D BRSO N B b (R B AR N IR ), 12000 rpm 50 30 sec, FRIR,
W R RE R Rl e R v DI BE AR NN 500 L 2203 GD, 12000 rpm 5.0 30 sec, F5 /R, 45 W B A el
W s IR B AE N 600 WL R PW, (RIBLERR, WRPRAE SRR B s BRI N — AT
OB e, ) W BB F o ) A7 B 25 b 20 wL TE 289, = iRJECE 5 min, 12000 rpm &0 2 min,
IR O, —20°C &R AT

4) FEP)LHZIBER 4 DNA $&EUR ) G ik R BRI i de R ZH A5 F TIANGEN 2 S8 ) 5 5 2H DNA
FREUR A & (0 RY), BUZ 107 cell HUik, M 400 pL %3¢ LP1 A1 6 pL RNase (10 mg/mL), Jeiaii
% 1 min, FiRACE 10 min; fIA 130 uL 220 LP2, 7801841, IEiRiE 1 min; 12000 rpm 250> 5 min,
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W FIEBRE R EOE T I L5 R R Z il LP3, SLRIFR R R 5] 15 sec, AEBAIA—MIK
BFE AT, 12000 rpm B0 30 sec, FEEEUR, KR PRATE I EIUSCAR S s NN 600 pL R PW, 12000 rpm
B50 30 sec, fRIBAPEIR, IR EICAEE R, HE TR — K R E T S ERE 5 min, E
TV USCEE A H T PR B B TS0 2 2530 o 20 L e i bl TE, & IR CE. 5 min, 12000 rpm 540> 2 min,
IR O, —20°C B IR AF

5) JLT R BGESEHCIR AT i i S R DR 2 LT SR RE 4 S AR L T 5, R R - VAL B R 1 — 3 4
LT FREE B AR A= e, 208 (7100 73 ) 45 34 K 41 DNA. L) 107 cell ik, H 500 uL %
P AEFE ER KRB, IINZUKEE 10% SDS 50 pL, AIAMKE 20 mg/mL 25 FEF K 25 ul, 37°CiHf 2h, 95°C
AEEE 10 min, A #H Z =BG IR 0.5 mg/mL JLT 5 Eg 500 pL, BEfe i Ny 37°C, HiR/EH 4 h,
A EZE G IMNSEERIIRW 1, F /B4 %> 30 sec, 12000 rpm &0 5 min, /NOIRECEZ KM, 0
AR 11900 uL, FH /R4 %70 30 sec, 12000 rpm 250 5 min, /MO EL_EZ /K AH(800 uL), AnA—20°C
A 1.5 AR K 8, BIBERAIEIK, —20CHTiE”RR 8 h L L, 12000 rpm &> 5 min, 3 Li&,
DUER 75% PG Ve — W, HARTH, I 20 uL TE SiPiafE, —20°C B R 17 .
2.5. 4FATRARES PCR &7

2 HRAF FFF 7 L R 12 W MR (81 7 347 . B X PCR #—25: PCR R BifA % (25 uL) ¥ 514F 514
(10 pmol/L)F1 514R 5] #(10 pmol/L) %% 1 uL, Premix Ex Taq 12.5 uL, #EHIE K41 DNA (FRBUER T
HILHZH DNA) 1 uL, #¢Jaf DEPC /KEA 4 25 uL. PCR MW 444 K: 95°C 5 min; 95°C 30s. 58°C 30
s+ 68°C 45s. 30 MEH; 68°CLEfH 5 min, /5 4°CHRlE. £ PCR % 2. PCR MK R(25 pL)EHE
147F 5145(10 pmol/L)F1 147R 51 4(10 pumol/L)4% 1 uL, Premix Ex Tag 12.5 uL &£z PCR % — P K v~
¥ 1uL, f&J5H DEPC /KEZA R 25 uL. PCR RIZ&MHA: 95°C 5min; 95°C 30 s. 58°C 30 s. 68°C 45 s,
35 MEIR; 68°CLEM 5 min, fix)F 4CIRE. fH FHBYNE ket 1.

2.6. WFATBARRREELE DNA &)

K HLEL 3 K 4 DNA B BEE1T 40 Bk 40T«
3. HRENH
3.1. YFAFRARRRAZER IR BR

181/ NanoDrop2000 % Baill sz (ks MR B, AFh 77 vk IR DUAS AT R, BOTS5ME, I 45 5 0,36
1. B 1 AT, BEBR U FEE i K B/ NI FE A s v Sh 4 4R DR 20 DNA BRBGR A &3 > LT RS > i
RS > EGm AR > BAA SUE R 4] DNA SR B6R 7 £

Table 1. Genome concentration of EHP under different extraction methods

& 1. AREHRELS A THNATAZ B R B LB R

P 1% W (ng/uL)
15 G E AT A2 7.775
By TR S 10.425
WS SR 4 DNA $EBUR A &k 18.825
TP LI K 4 DNA $EHUR A G 2.175
JUT Bl 12.775
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AWFFRA 5 FhEAREC EHP AR, 0#ir. HUBHRECE, YRR 41 DNA $2EUA A&
A LI N 2] DNA $REURFI G7E 8 T 50 kEik, i SEB AL BR A% (AT, 1M 575 Ah = P BR 4 32
PR A v SR G B 1. 1), BT ERAERRIRE, RENC T SR . IRIEERIE D IR, SEhRAZRRIR
(ng/pL) = MEBRIKE(ng/UL) + FWCE, FCR TR, oCR By 50532 69.23%, 1445/ & i
PN T2%, JUT TREFFN 74.42% . FMHE S o R /S0 dh B2 15 SERR SR A 2 2 15.06 ng/ul, % 4u/
KA AR 10.8 ng/ul, JU T FREEE N 17.17 ng/ul. $EEUSCR B KBUN i ESh P4 21 3L K 4 DNA 2
HOR 7 £15:(18.825 ng/ul) > JUT i EE:(17.17 nglul) > o5 BBy 15 i35 (15.06 ng/uL) > &4ty /&E 1)
FH292:(10.8 ng/uL) > FEAIHZFE RN 4 DNA F2EGAF £15(2.175 ng/pL) .

3.2. WFFFRARAR PCR MR

EAPCR 55— PRI HBLHE 5, BEHIRA 00 TR HULF AT i Mo L TR 41 DNA 19757548
T DA 26 5 A 20 R A ZOR AL IR » ARIE 2 2T LRE, 23X PCR 55— 20 541 bp &L 3L H 9567 5 T
PAAIE N BIYE, ok R 1.

View MA-2 A-04 A-03 A-02 A-01 A-09 A-08

Tadder | [N 4 |

Result Name
B SizeMarker
W SRR
W R R I
JUT Bk
W LRSI DN AR BUSHI £
W LRI DN AR £
1000 R
W Bibs

Figure 1. The capillary electrophoresis imaging on the first step of EHP nested PCR
& 1. AT ER PCR E—HEMEEIKAHIG

3.3. WFATRARR R EELE DNA MR

S IR ZH ARG 31 PR 328 5 AN 1200~20000 bp, HH#E 2 AT, MIRFE B LbAR, s 215 K20 DNA #2
B ek s, LGRS R &Mtk BUMES & i miges, WG a4 25 R4 DNA HREL
RAlEYE, mEJLTFEEE:. DON (A LLE . DNA FEA 525, W64 Jv 10 43, #3310 3W] DNA
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HIRA 2

MBS, THET SRR A BOS BRI B - b DON (R, ALl ik, sl
PyZH 2 K 4 DNA SEBUR A G 5 YA 2355 K 4 DNA SREGR A BB ZE AR, SRR A BERR AN K
ol R R A ARIEE T, LT SRR S R AL A AR ™

Table 2. Genomic DNA test results of EHP under different extraction methods

% 2. TRHRES K FARAT AR 4 DNA MR

P % P35 BE SRR FE (nmole/L) DQN
NI iifi3eS 116824.71 8.9
5 R P/ A 123258.12 5.8
WS UL IR 20 DNA FEHGAFI &% 198663.98 8.4
TP ZUIE RN 4 DNA FEBGAFIGE 49215.5 7.9
JUT R BEE 4020.67 0.9
36.47 13.78 . 11.89
237 . 1144 ! : 9.95 G .
E22.27 , _ 910 g t - 801 U :
LR R P R A
8.08 “; N 83 W\vj“l ~ 412 5 = J 3
0.99 ] > = - ﬁ;‘ . 3 2m : - — E - = 218 — — —
Migration Time (min) Migrétion Time (min) M1gr;11ion Time (min)
1 2 3
26.9 : : 1951 :
219 i ! 15.97 i
2 16.81) g - 1244 i i
=7 ‘E“ 2 o1 ‘F g
6.63 . |ﬂ| g i 538 \‘?\::\LP : i m
1.55 - I S
. : : 1.84 :
! ? MigSraIion ?ime (mSin) ¢ 7 ¢ ! 2 Migr?llion Tiéw (min§ ¥ 7

4 5

e 1 RGBT RE, 2. SREYEOIRIE, 3. HESIMH SR AL DNA SRR &k, 4. WAL
K4 DNA SElsil @ik, 5. JUT A

Figure 2. Genomic DNA capillary electrophoresis map
[ 2. FFELH DNA EME R KELL

HHPE 2 AT, BE[RIZH DNA SR 56 B 1 m AR O 3 ) A AR BGAGR G 7%:(5453 bp). o R M/
AN 215 (5258 bp). LB K H DNA $& IR &32:(5070 bp) 15 Gl /& 1 i #21%(4103 bp) JL'T
R M ZIIE R DNA $EEGRT Skt R A e B ], (ERIREE/N, ANHEFEME . LT R
FREUHEN4L, /N B DNA £, SR 7E 20~1000 bp, HARAL, AR EH R E. D EgREy, #
R JHF i M RS (R 20 DNA, 15 2 2 UM VAR sh 40 SUBR BIOR TR vk, LAl e R Iy ik
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4. ¥1ig

T, WP AT M H(EHP) B4 AE At ST IR FR S Mg A I B, X EDRE[9]. ZREI[10]. HEEE[11].
] [12] %5 79 [ SR AR o R SR B = a1 7™ B A Gk o EHP A DUBRISBE T 0T UR[1]. MLV XTIR[12]
R R [13])55 IR IR 2, R A IR FRTE P b 1 B B 2 — o EERNZR JE AT PR . W, s R
KN REREE— B R L BEWOR A1, M D i iy B, PRRE DBk, HAT, EHP FIARI = 24K
ST, WPAEHE F RN EHP JE A2 DNA RN 1 HERRAS I Z 0 IR R AT 52 264

ARICKRHA 5 PRI i AR I 75, RS — P PCR AN & th I 2% 77, 3R] 5 Fhd iy ik
A A2 PCR RTIN A EER, 3536 FH U0 g L A T P b 46 s DUIRHREDOIAR B2 p K 380/ il v B P 2H 4 5 A
41 DNA $2 B0 F £7%:(18.825 ng/uL) > JL T 5 EEE(17.17 ng/ul) > o5 BB/ 50743292 (15.06 ng/ul) > 1%
Si /A AT A AR%:(10.8 ng/uL) > FEMZH LI 4] DNA $RBGRF £192:(2.175 ng/ul), s B & 1 22 bk,
BT MO ER USRI, gy A iR B Ar 2 R AR, a = MoriE R Tz, S E
M TR &, FHPH SR ZH DNA $EEGR GE R AR, 24993 Ji 8 5 R T T R 5 Mo A 00 P o f 12k
FERHTTT 5 AN R BCR F 12 77 125 1) 2 0 P 7 B s 5 2H DN

BN KO IS R 2 DNA 4553, HEERIVER, ESREUKRE, SonHER, Wi gk
(K12 DNA $&BUAA Gk B S T e PR %, o R/ A0 i iEmg & TR /& Uihid, L5
IEAA AL B AT E B J53%, U AT R 7 VR IE B TR R 4 DNA 1l &%, A2 4 DNA R &
P LT BGHE T Y BE R IR FEAR, B 5 PR 5V ANE T2 R 2 DNA ARSI . e B 04T, (KR
FEBAH SR MG B2 5453 bp. H N B R M/ & U521 5258 bp. BN 2R B & 5070
bp. % T RAEG U137 4103 bp. &S5 AL T EFE . MEYHSIRIGAR G e BT, (|
ARG LT SR AU K 2 2 /N B, 8RR AE 20~1000 bp. FTRA, WEFEENARIEE. SR
T A5 Fh B0 5 4 G By 7 208 T B T i B R K R B R 1 73 i U R ik e 4 4 R 3
.

5. &g

AR 5 FUTIESE Uiz I AL 41 DNA, MIRBORFEE M« UL, Hesh 4L 235 R 41 DNA
kR B 5 MO R I 4L DNA, £3( PCR 55— BB R A%, Wil 5 Akt e
T 2R I HR5 PCR A IR AR R 2R MR K 7 BERE A2 DNA (1200~20000 bp)id A7 540 FLIk
RN IR 2 DNA BRI GIER BOR iy, e BRI . 2R LRI, Wit sh 4L 4iE I 41 DNA
T &R R R R U -

BEhEE

T AN R BRSSO ERH G I E W A B A IR R B g s e N R, TH
5 ZXKJI201926.
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