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Fig. 1 Distribution of sampling sites in Qingyi River
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THE COMPLEMENTARY ROLE OF DETRITUS IN ENVIRONMENTAL DNA
MONITORING OF MACROINVERTEBRATES: A CASE STUDY
IN QINGYI RIVER

SHI Ke-Na"’, HE Ya-Jing', ZHAO Yong-Jing' and CUI Yong-De'

(1. Institute of Hydrobiology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Wuhan 430072, China; 2. University of Chinese Academy of Sciences,
Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: In order to explore the differences in monitoring macroinvertebrate diversity using environmental DNA
(eDNA) technology across different sample types, water and detritus samples were collected from the Qingyi River
Basin in May 2023 and analyzed by using traditional morphological method. The results showed that eDNA techno-
logy detected 692 operational taxonomic units (OTUs), belonging to 3 phyla, 6 classes, 64 families, and 158 genera.
Specifically, water samples identified 416 macroinvertebrates OTUs, belonging to 3 phyla, 5 classes, 46 families, and
117 genera, while detritus samples identified 435 macroinvertebrates OTUs, belonging to 3 phyla, 6 classes, 54 fami-
lies, and 122 genera. In contrast, the morphological method detected 66 macroinvertebrate species, belonging to 3
phyla, 7 classes, and 42 families. Compared to the morphological method, eDNA technology exhibited significantly
higher detection capabilities at the family and genus levels, though morphological method performed better in detect-
ing gastropod species. Principal Coordinate Analysis (PCoA) revealed significant differences in the macroinvertebrate
community structure between water and detritus samples, with complementary species detection between the two
sample types. Linear regression analysis indicated a significant decline in species richness detected by eDNA (combin-
ing water and detritus samples) from the headwaters of river to its downstream regions, whereas species richness
detected by morphological methods showed no significant variation. In eDNA surveys, water samples are a commonly
used sample type; our study demonstrates that detritus can serve as an effective complement to water, laying the foun-
dation for the standardized application of eDNA technology.

Key words: Environmental DNA technology; Morphological method; Sampling strategy; Macroinvertebrate diversity;
Qingyi River Basin
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Appendix S1  Taxa list of macroinvertebrates in the Qingyi River
i KTaxa HUDNA % Taxa EDNA e
AN JKEE AHE)E IKEE

FIEh4 1] Annelida ig:FHUnionidae
TR R} Aeolosomatidae Te v i & Sinanodonta + +
Bk BB Aeolosoma + + FRUE & Cuneopsis +
FEEMOligochaeta NI J& Lamprotula +
il %z H B Naididae T U8 Lanceolaria + +
Sl 4z HeJ& Allonais + WA Corbiculidae
L8 B J& Branchiodrilus + + W& Corbicula +
EJE HUE Chaetogaster + + ER i R} Sphaeriidae
Jedk H 8 Dero + + BRI JE Sphaerium +
Al 4z dJ& Haemonais + + R Gastropoda
fili 4z B J& Nais + + + FH 2R Ampullariidae
gl < 42 J8 Ophidonais + + 17712 JE Pomacea + +
M % B )& Paranais + + + M8} Viviparidae
F7 I HU&E Piguetiella + + MR VR E Bellamya + + +
WI'E B Pristina + + ZIEFIBithyniidae
&3k K& Ripistes + VHNE & Parafossarulus +
WL B Slavina + + MESZIZ R Lymnaeidae
sk HUJE Specaria + 3 NZJERadix +
MY HUE Stylaria JB5 Ik %R Physidae
Y4 5%K U Vejdovskyella + + JBE AR & Physa +
il Bl Tubificidae Ji 5 B2 R} Planorbidae
B IKIE & Aulodrilus + ENE R Gyraulus +
£t 22.45| & Bothrioneurum + Ji1k& R Pleuroceridae
JE 895 J& Branchiura + 50 J& Koreoleptoxis +
Vel J&@ Ilyodrilus + %785 Rl Semisulcospiridae
IK 22 05| J& Limnodrilus + + + $5 V8 U5 J& Semisulcospira +
12 B4 J& Potamothrix + + B M2 FL Stenothyridae
R EE| & Spirosperma + Bk 82 & Stenothyra +
| J& Tubifex + + 3041 Arthropoda
7 #2245 B} Lumbriculidae B % Insecta
iy 22.45] J& Lumbriculus + 124 H Ephemeroptera
B4 Hirudinea VY5 % &l Baetidae
& FIErpobdellidae VY5 % J& Baetis + + +
F14% )& Erpobdella + + JSH T J& Centroptilum +
%%l Glossiphoniidae —iWF J& Cloeon +
1% J& Glossiphonia + Ji 30 J& Procloeon +
i J& Theromyzon i — W57 J& Pseudocloeon +
£ E 4 Polychaeta ZMiF Bl Caenidae
b Z&E Al Nereididae MF J& Caenis + + +
IRl —FhNereididae sp. + /Ni#FEphemerellidae
F V> 2 & Perinereis + HRILIE 8 Serratella +
ARSI TMollusca Y217 )8 Drunella +
MEHBivalvia /NIE J& Ephemerella
& MRt Mytilidae KAMWEJE Uracanthella
VAU 8 Limnoperna + + + It i & Ephemeridae




i ¥Taxa HHDNA e ¥ Taxa TEDNA
AUREE  KEE AHEE KR
W47 J& Ephemera + + + 15} Aeshnidae
Ji b7 F} Heptageniidae Wt J& Aeshna +
TMENIEE Cinygmula + + Al Calopterygidae
Jiit )% )& Ecdyonurus + B8 8 Calopteryx + + +
il Rl — J& Electrogena + %} Coenagrionidae
= FH % J& Epeorus + W8 JE Ceriagrion +
Jit I J& Heptagenia + Wl — J& Paracercion
JE 5T 187 & Nixe + WaEL— J& Cercion +
507 FHsonychiidae H I FGomphidae
W% J& Isonychia + Wt F 4 & Heliogomphus
4155 4% B Leptophlebiidae i T J Sieboldius
R HWF J& Habrophlebiodes + H 4542 J& Nihonogomphus +
U4 507 & Paraleptophlebia + B WL JE Sinictinogomphus +
B2 % & Thraulus 22 1B F} L estidae
5 22 1% %} Siphlonuridae 22 WE & Lestes +
6 22.0% J& Siphlonurus + + R Libellulidae
A 4E % R} Potamanthidae HERGIE B Acisoma +
T LE W & Potamanthus + 5% H Coleoptera
%38 H Plecoptera B Ve P Bl Elmidae
&%} Capniidae &6 H BL—FhElmidae sp. +
AEJE Capnia + 5 B R Carabidae
A4S )& Paracapnia + A5 W g Poecilus + +
B FHLeuctridae e E FDytiscidae
EiE)E Leuctra + + JEEFF—FhDytiscidae sp. +
X #&FNemouridae Vi 2 0B\ & Platambus + +
X A& & Nemoura + AR FIHaliplidae
3@ H Trichoptera VEAR I8 Haliplus + +
S04 %A Hydropsychidae *FJ& /K Bl Hydraenidae
M B 80 W& Ceratopsyche + VB /K )8 Hydraena + +
FENKSUAT 1B Cheumatopsyche + 7 B &lHydrophilidae
/N AR Hydroptilidae 7 R} —FhHydrophilidae sp. +
Wi A Ik J& Hydroptila + BT H B Anacaena
KA A1 A Leptoceridae FIE W & Hydrochara
K4 1k J& Leptocerus + 7 W )& Hydrophilus + +
KA E Ceraclea + # Al Lampyridae
MK AR)E Triaenodes Wi J& Luciola +
2638 47 % B Philopotamidae k38 g1 R} Staphylinidae
i XS5 )E Chimarra + Ka i d Rl — & Bledius +
ZEAW AT WK JE Philopotamus + XU H Diptera
J5Uf % AR hyacophilidae P2 AL Chironomidae
J5 1 )8 Rhyacophila + + PRI 4 Chironomidae pupa
£ 41 1Rl Stenopsychidae TR IEIUE Ablabesmyia +
147 1k J8 Stenopsyche + JAW A IS & Benthalia
A IEE Ecnomidae FRIS® Chironomus +
%R JEEcnomus + ¥ 1 FRULUE Cladopelma
I EE B Odonata K 2 150 E Cladotanytarsus +




452 81
M Taxa PRBIDNA - 2k Taxa FEDNA i
LR IKFE A KFE
e IS R ILE Conchapelopia Rl — M Ceratopogonidae sp. +
W ik RIS & Corynoneura + DI J Bezzia
SRR IR Cricotopus + JE 15 J& Culicoides
[ 32 I8 Cryptochironomus E1% )8 Dasyhelea
B4R U Cyphomella 41 Bl Chaoboridae
5 A PR UE Diamesa + + AT J& Mochlonyx +
— X 3R IE Dicrotendipes + i B} Culicidae
XS FRI @ Diplocladius + P& Aedes + +
JC BB ISUE Euryhapsis + 1%L E Anopheles + +
BAER g Einfeldia JEWE Culex + +
i P20 & Glyptotendipes + B I )& Toxorhynchites + +
WA FR U Harnischia + £ 2 it Al Dolichopodidae
5 = RPRWUE Heterotrissocladius + KR UJ8 Dolichopus +
BRI 2% 4% 0B Kiefferulus + 1Al Muscidae
VHIRIUE Limnophyes + T U 8 Lispe + +
KAHNE R W& Macropelopia /KU R Ephydridae
R R U Metriocnemus + KW FL—Fh Ephydridae sp. +
/NPRISUE Microchironomus + + gk £ Psychodidae
INFRERR IS Micropsectra + + RN EL— J& Pericoma
AT U5 42 W& Neozavrelia + + 144 JE Psychoda +
Je &K R RRISUS Nilotanypus + Iy FlSimuliidae
HRPZWUE Orthocladius + + WA J8 Simulium +
RIS Parachironomus + W%} — J& Stegopterna
WA TRIUE Paralimnophyes + 7=} Tabanidae
T 2 #2508 Parametriocnemus + R J& Haematopota
WK R0 Paratanytarsus M J& Tabanus
= PR W& Paratrichocladius K R} Tipulidae
TR Pentaneura + AL KIS Pseudolimnophila
B4 WL J& Phaenopsectra KILE Tipula +
% LRI Polypedilum + + 4% H Hemiptera
HI RIBILE Procladius + + 1 4% Bl Belostomatidae
TR @ Psectrocladius + + R — B Appasus +
th B =R IR Pseudorthocladius + + XiligF} Corixidae
TALIE BRI Rheopelopia + I X & Sigara + +
A B 7 15U Rheotanytarsus %i5 & Corixa
it % PRI JE Smittia + /IR J& Micronectra
WACFCIR ILE Stempellinella + + B IE Rl Gerridae
BRI B IS0 Stenochironomus + B8 Gerris +
BEREASLUE Stictochironomus + + KiEFEMesoveliidae
ALY 42 WL Sympotthastia + 7K U5 J& Mesovelia +
K RRIUE Tanypus + 1% R Notonectidae
K MR IR Tanytarsus + g J& Notonecta +
12 )8 328 Thienemanniella Bl FlSaldidae
i F Athericidae R ki i Salda + +
8T JE Atherix + I3 H Megaloptera
15 %l Ceratopogonidae i 1% F}Corydalidae




452 81
. W IEDNA o . I EDNA )
K Taxa T e 2ot FiKTaxa R e A
Bt 1144 J& Neochauliodes + KA IR} Palaemonidae
ARl Cramnidae TR & Macrobrachium +
W5 /KR J& Elophila + KB U JE Palaemon
P Malacostraca 1% &%l Potamidae
& I HIsopoda 1R 12 J& Potamon +
7K B FF Asellidae ¥ /& H Amphipoda
Fi/K B EL—Fidsellidae sp. + 13 5, 2 £l Corophiidae
TR T Bl Atyidae K# R Grandidierella +
KU J&E Caridina + IR} Gammaridae
HK IR J& Neocaridina R R Gammarus + +
S£EAF Rl Cambaridae A7 Total 122 117 66

JEELUF J& Procambarus +
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