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Abstract  Global declines in biodiversity have become increasingly severe. Traditional moni-
toring approaches for assessing marine species distributions and abundances are time consum-
ing, costly, and manpower intensive. Fortunately, rapid progress of sequencing technologies from 
first-generation to high-throughput sequencing have resulted in improvements in experimen-
tal techniques. These advances have accelerated rates of species discovery and identification, 
enabling community-level biomonitoring – the ‘Biomonitoring 2.0’ framework. Simultaneous 
multispecies identifications in mixed-sample pools are now mainstream with DNA metabarcod-
ing, upscaling monitoring from the individual specimen to the ecosystem scale. In this review, 
we examine the progress of DNA metabarcoding over the last decade in the characterisation of 
marine macrobiota to microbial communities. By melding molecular techniques and more tra-
ditional taxonomic tools, this integrative Biomonitoring 2.0 approach is tailored to improve the 
overall effectiveness of biomonitoring. As such, we here assess its accuracy, expertise require-
ment, general applicability, time, cost-effectiveness, and throughput for biomonitoring. We 
highlight various methodological challenges that must be considered during implementation, 
including completeness of reference databases, representativeness of sequencing read counts for 
quantitative estimates, and supplementation with environmental RNA for discerning live signals 
from legacy DNA. Finally, we conclude with an outlook of the enhanced Biomonitoring 2.0 
framework for mass adoption by ecologists and managers, as well as the prospects of emerging 
rapid detection technologies for ecosystem surveillance.
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Introduction

Species declines and advances in DNA sequencing

Many species are predicted to go extinct before discovery and formal taxonomic description, as a 
result of the ongoing deterioration in ecosystem health and worsening biodiversity declines over the 
recent decades (Costello et al. 2013). Biodiversity losses have been at their highest in the last decade 
(IPBES 2019), and the planet is facing a sixth mass extinction, the Anthropocene extinction event 
(Barnosky et al. 2011, Waters et al. 2016, Ceballos et al. 2020). This situation underscores the urgent 
need to monitor environmental responses and assess ecosystem health to take stock of extant bio-
diversity so as to better formulate mitigation measures aimed at protecting Earth’s natural heritage, 
resources, and continued supply of ecosystem services. Of the 2.2 million marine species estimated 
globally, more than 90% remain to be discovered or are pending formal description (Appeltans et al. 
2012, Mora et al. 2011). This is because the assessment of species diversity with traditional methods 
requires direct organism observation and skilled taxonomic expertise for accurate identification 
and description, which is time consuming, costly (Miller 2007, deWitt & deWitt 2008, Carbayo & 
Marques 2011), and increasingly more difficult as traditional taxonomic skills decline (Hopkins & 
Freckleton 2002, Agnarsson & Kuntner 2007, Drew 2011). Moreover, traditional bioassessments 
sometimes employ highly variable methods for specimen examination at different taxonomic lev-
els, and this inconsistency can produce results that are often not directly comparable across space 
and time (Friberg et al. 2011). Consequently, poor documentation of marine fauna, especially in 
biodiverse regions (Bouchet 2006), coupled with a large backlog of undescribed species has ren-
dered most marine species unidentifiable and still unknown to science (Mora et al. 2011, 2013). 
Incomplete knowledge of species diversity hinders reliable biodiversity assessments and thus limits 
the effectiveness of management strategies to prevent further biodiversity loss (Isaac et al. 2004).

Fortunately, molecular techniques offer an efficient and cost-effective way to increase rates of 
species discovery, thereby facilitating species identification with accurate taxonomic and genetic 
information (Hudson 2008, Wang et al. 2018). A particular example is the use of DNA barcoding, a 
technique that has been repeatedly demonstrated in the past two decades to be remarkably effective 
for species identification and discovery (Hebert et al. 2003, Hajibabaei et al. 2007, Ratnasingham 
& Hebert 2007, Goldstein & DeSalle 2011, Wang et al. 2018, Ip et al. 2019). Conceptually, DNA 
barcoding targets a standard gene region (e.g., cytochrome c oxidase subunit I, or COI, for most 
metazoans, Hebert et al. 2003), generating a short DNA sequence (otherwise known as ‘barcode’) 
that is matched to curated reference sequence databases containing previously barcoded sequences 
for species identification (Ekrem et al. 2007).

Over the last half a century, rapid advances in molecular techniques and technologies have 
followed the discovery of DNA structure (Watson & Crick 1953, Heather & Chain 2016). The 
emergence of first-generation sequencing technologies (Holley et al. 1965) led to the development 
of the chain termination method, or Sanger sequencing (Sanger et al. 1977), followed by next-
generation (short-read, high-throughput) sequencing at the beginning of the twenty-first century. 
The most recent third-generation (long-read, high-throughput) sequencing uses single molecule 
real-time (SMRT) and Oxford Nanopore Technologies (ONT) (van Dijk et al. 2014). Together, 
next- and third-generation sequencing, also known as high-throughput sequencing (HTS), has 
recently replaced Sanger sequencing methods in many applications due to its cost-effectiveness 
and efficiency (Castro et al. 2020). These technological developments have expanded DNA’s util-
ity, particularly for species discovery and identification, and this is evidenced in an exponential 
increase in the number of DNA barcoding studies published in the last two decades (~25,000%, 
Grant et al. 2021) (Figure 1).

Recognising that advanced molecular tools with sequencing technologies can revolutionise spe-
cies monitoring in the field of ecology, Baird & Hajibabaei (2012) introduced ‘Biomonitoring 2.0’ 
in 2012 as a novel approach, employing next-generation sequencing to gather massive amounts of 
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information-rich biodiversity data for studying complex environmental and ecological relationships. 
Following a decade of developments under the Biomonitoring 2.0 framework, it is timely to review 
the growing literature to highlight the current status, utility, and methodological challenges influ-
encing the trajectory of this new era of environmental genomics. Despite the numerous advantages 
of utilising molecular tools for biomonitoring, there is a lack of standardised guidelines ensuring 
accuracy, reproducibility, and scope of use, partly due to the rapid expansion of the field. Validated 
genomics (DNA barcoding and metabarcoding) and accompanying bioinformatics protocols have 
yet to be established as most techniques are undergoing optimisation (Figures 1 and 2). Additionally, 
one of the most desired aspects of environmental genomics – quantification of species abundance 
and biomass with sequence read counts from environmental DNA (eDNA) and bulk tissue samples 
– remains intensely debated in terms of its precision (Kelly 2016). Since most molecular protocols 
utilise DNA enrichment methods, they can introduce biases downstream during molecular process-
ing, such as during gene amplification and library preparation (Figure 2). These numerous sources 
of bias remain unresolved and stifle DNA sequencing’s potential in becoming a staple biomonitor-
ing tool to support management frameworks (Evans et al. 2016).

In this review, we first provide a general outline of typical DNA barcoding and metabarcod-
ing workflows used in marine studies (Figure 2). Although there are numerous ways to sample a 
wide range of environmental substrates for detecting, identifying, and characterising communi-
ties of marine species, we focus on a selection of widely used methods for collecting specimens 
of various body sizes (microbial, meiofauna, macrofauna) and trace DNA signals (eDNA) across 
the water column of the coral reef environment (surface seawater, pelagic, and benthic environ-
ment). Specifically, these commonly used sampling methods collect eDNA and organisms through 
seawater sampling, sediment grabs or coring, plankton tows, and direct capture with traps, nets 

Figure 1  Line graph (right axis) showing the cumulative number of articles published in the literature com-
piled from Web of Science and Scopus (n = 5079). Stacked bar chart (left axis) showing the relative percentage 
of exemplar first-, second-, and third-generation sequencing strategies used in each year. Publications from 
years 2012 to 2022 were searched using the following keywords: marine, DNA barcoding, metabarcoding, 
Sanger, Illumina, iSeq, MiSeq, HiSeq, NovaSeq, Nanopore, and PacBio.
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and standardised sampling devices [e.g., Autonomous Reef Monitoring Structures (ARMS)] 
for molecular analyses (Figure 2). We then discuss the hurdles faced during implementation of 
Biomonitoring  2.0 and highlight strategies to improve accuracy and reproducibility to generate 
meaningful ecological results. Finally, we examine prospects for implementation of these suite of 
tools in an enhanced Biomonitoring 2.0 framework.

Marine biomonitoring studies and global 
distribution of barcoded species

All articles published from 2012 to 2022 with ‘Marine’ and ‘DNA barcod*’ or ‘metabarcod*’ in their 
title, abstract, and keywords were downloaded from Scopus and Web of Science (WoS) on 10 May 
2022, and the overlapping entries between citation databases were removed (Supplementary Material 1). 
Subsequently, the type of sequencing technology used for each study was searched across all articles’ 
title, abstract, and keywords, with the aim of compiling the relative proportions of sequencing tech-
nology within each of the 10 years. Next, we only selected the most popular first-, second-, and third-
generation sequencing technologies by confining the search with keywords ‘Sanger’; ‘Illumina’ or 
‘HiSeq’, ‘iSeq’, ‘MiSeq’, ‘NovaSeq’; and ‘Oxford Nanopore’, ‘Pac* Bio*’, and ‘long read’. These were 
graphically represented by year with ggplot2 in RStudio v.1.4.1106 (R Core Team 2021).

To track the ongoing progress of marine barcoding efforts worldwide, we first obtained a com-
plete taxonomic list of 546,847 global marine species from the World Register of Marine Species 
(WoRMS Editorial Board 2022). This list was filtered to retain 429,635 Animalia records that had 
species-level epithets. The filtered marine species list was subsequently used to search against 
15 mitochondrial gene datasets downloaded from MIDORI2 web server (GenBank249 version, 
Longest database, downloaded 07 May 2022) (Leray et al. 2022) to compute the taxon coverage 
of mitochondrial barcodes for marine species available on GenBank. We then traced the meta-
data of the relevant accession numbers for geographic origin of the sequence, which was based on 

Figure 2  Overview of workflows that use common sampling tools to collect different sample types from the 
marine environment for molecular analyses, as well as the downstream wet-lab, molecular, analytical, and bio-
informatic methods employed for species detection, identification, or community assessment of marine bio-
diversity. (Diagram was created with sankeymatic (https://sankeymatic.com/build/) and icons were adapted 
from Biorender (https://biorender.com/).)

https://sankeymatic.com
https://biorender.com
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the locality information provided by the authors who submitted sequences to GenBank. With this 
information, the world distribution of number of barcoded species per country and composition of 
barcode genes per phylum were visualised using ggplot2 in RStudio v.1.4.1106 (R Core Team 2021).

Employing DNA sequencing for species 
and community-level monitoring

Comparing error rates and scalabilities of 
common DNA sequencing platforms

Sanger sequencing produces data with the lowest error rates as compared to second- and third-
generation sequencers (Table 1). It has been the gold standard for DNA barcoding (Shendure and 
Ji. 2008) and was the most used platform from 2012 to 2014 (Figure 1). Since 2014, HTS tech-
nologies rapidly diversified with the emergence of a variety of Illumina sequencing platforms 
(MiSeq, HiSeq, iSeq, NextSeq, NovaSeq) and long-read sequencers [e.g., PacBio’s Sequel and ONT 
MinION]. The HTS data outputs are mainly classified into 1) short (≤400 bp) and accurate reads or 
2) long reads (≤4 Mbp fragment size) with comparatively higher error rates (Table 1). The latter has 
been demonstrated to recover longer DNA barcodes with improved inter- and intraspecific resolu-
tion (Krehenwinkel et al. 2019). Most importantly, HTS platforms have the scalability to accommo-
date a wide range of project sizes and target taxa (Garlapati et al. 2019). As sequencing instrument 
sensitivities and capacities gain superiority, equally rapid advancements in computational perfor-
mance and standardisation of bioinformatic analyses are needed to keep pace with the sheer amount 
of sequencing data produced (Langmead & Nellore 2018). These computational advances in turn 
prevent bottlenecks in ecological analyses and enable the timely implementation of mitigation strat-
egies in response to anthropogenic impacts on the environment (Langmead & Nellore 2018, Mathon 
et al. 2021, Macé et al. 2022).

Expanding aperture of observation with Biomonitoring 2.0

Routine biodiversity assessment is necessary for managing and protecting marine ecosystems 
(Hampton et al. 2013, Aylagas et al. 2018). For example, long-term temporal surveillance of abun-
dance and distribution of a wide range of taxa (micro-to-macro flora and fauna) is key to revealing 
the anthropogenic impacts on the environment, for instance, through tracking changes in commu-
nity structure in response to rising sea temperatures, overfishing, habitat destruction, introduction 
of alien species, and pollutants (Aylagas et al. 2018, Hering et al. 2018, Yip et al. 2021). However, 
traditional approaches typically involve direct observation (e.g., benthic surveys, baited remote 
underwater video surveillance) and physical organism sampling (Figure 2; e.g., nets, traps, elec-
trofishing) that are oftentimes limited in scale and scope (survey sites and target taxa). Moreover, 
direct observational data can make comparisons difficult as the accuracy in organismal identifica-
tion varies between taxonomic practitioners and life-history stages, and may be resolved at dif-
ferent taxonomic levels. As such, species units could be clustered at higher taxonomic levels and 
the signals from species-level responses to environmental changes may be concealed, rendering 
biomonitoring efforts to be less effective.

Advancing genomic tools to enhance environmental monitoring can help improve understand-
ing and management of marine ecosystems currently experiencing species decline and biodiversity 
loss (Dirzo et al. 2014). Deep sequencing with HTS, coupled with increased utility of bioinfor-
matics, provides an opportunity to leverage the power of phylogenetic and population genomic 
approaches. Most importantly, these advancements facilitate the progression from single and mul-
tispecies traditional assessments to whole ecosystem surveillance with DNA metabarcoding (Leray 
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& Knowlton 2015, Miya et al. 2015, Ip et al. 2021b). Leveraging the concepts of DNA barcoding 
with HTS, DNA metabarcoding enables high-throughput, multispecies identifications in bulk envi-
ronmental samples, with reduced reliance on taxonomic expertise for presorting (Beentjes et al. 
2019, Djurhuus et al. 2018, Mauffrey et al. 2021). Limitations in scope faced by traditional sorting 
based on Sanger sequencing workflows can also be addressed, since organisms from all size ranges 
and even visually cryptic taxa can be sampled with DNA metabarcoding; this results in data that 
tend to be complementary and comparable with conventional surveys (Lobo et al. 2017, Cahill et al. 
2018, Di Muri et al. 2020). Even as HTS has been shaping the field of molecular ecology (Baird and 
Hajibabaei 2012, Aylagas et al. 2016, Pawlowski et al. 2018), Sanger sequencing and morphological 
methods remain relevant, as taxonomic assignments of metabarcoding sequences are largely depen-
dent on reference databases that have thus far been built primarily from Sanger-sequenced barcodes 
(Steyaert et al. 2020).

Nevertheless, ecosystem management approaches benefit from monitoring efforts that col-
lect relevant ecological data consistently over extended periods of time (Compson et al. 2020). 
Advancements in HTS technologies are important here, as they have fuelled development of novel 
environmental monitoring frameworks. In particular, Biomonitoring 2.0 (Baird & Hajibabaei 
2012) establishes a universal comparison scheme with DNA-based species identification for tar-
geting a wide range of biodiversity across different ecosystems with reduced reliance on taxo-
nomic expertise (Zhang et al. 2018, Carvalho et al. 2019, Pearman et al. 2020, Ip et al. 2022a). 
Since its introduction in 2012, there has been a sharp increase in marine studies published using 
either DNA barcoding or metabarcoding techniques for biodiversity assessment and biomonitor-
ing (Figure 1). At least 5,079 articles were published in the last decade, of which 1,734 were from 
the last 1.5 years (Figure 1). This increase can be attributed to the increased user accessibility and 
utility of HTS, following the inverse trends of technological advances and lowering costs over 
time (Grant et al. 2021). Moreover, the rapid proliferation of commercial sequencing companies 
in the last 5 years has also contributed to the diversification of sequencing applications (Slatko et 
al. 2018, Singer et al. 2019).

(Meta)barcoding for community-level biomonitoring in marine ecosystems

Current studies focus on a few prominent taxonomic groups, such as indicator, keystone, founda-
tion, megafauna, and abundant species that are easily observable or already well-studied for overall 
community assessments (Hermosillo-Núñez et al. 2018, Mustika et al. 2021, Seymour et al. 2020, 
Mendez et al. 2021). Recognising that most studies conducted so far show varying levels of taxo-
nomic biases, the next step forward would be to ascertain which taxa are ecologically significant 
before expanding the monitoring scope to track these informative taxa that are often overlooked 
by observers (Carvalho et al. 2019, Seymour et al. 2020, Ip et al. 2022a). With the recent progress 
in ability of DNA metabarcoding tools for simultaneous detection of multiple species from a range 
of body sizes (Porter & Hajibabaei 2018c), there is great promise in quantifying compositions 
of microbial, meiofauna, and macrofauna communities and for comparing species relative abun-
dances within or between environmental bulk samples (Figure 2) (Pearman et al. 2019, Gaither 
et al. 2022, Klunder et al. 2022, Pawlowski et al. 2022). The enhanced throughput of organism 
detection has triggered wide-ranging applications in a broad range of habitats that include many 
not amenable to traditional survey techniques, demonstrating the broad utility of DNA metabar-
coding across sample types (e.g., Antarctic sediment, Fonseca et al. 2022; sedimented seawater, 
Ip et al. 2021b; biofilms, Rivera et al. 2022). Most field-collected samples types are suitable for 
metabarcoding analyses after laboratory processing, which include bulk tissue samples that have 
to be homogenised by blending or pestle grinding of tissue, and environmental samples with the 
concentration and recovery of trace DNA from water and sediment samples (Figure 2). With bulk 
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sample processing, DNA metabarcoding can circumvent the time-consuming specimen sorting 
component of traditional workflows and also detect rare or visually cryptic taxa that are typically 
missed by observers (Carvalho et al. 2019, Pearman et al. 2019, Ip et al. 2022a). As for environ-
mental samples, genetic materials are being recovered from shed cells, excretions, and mucus sus-
pended in water or sediment – also known as environmental DNA (eDNA) (Goldberg et al. 2016, 
Jo et al. 2022a). As such, non-invasive biomonitoring approaches utilising eDNA tools are becom-
ing one of the most popular metabarcoding applications today as it reduces field-experimental 
challenges by eliminating the need for direct observation or organism capture. Hence, this allows 
for the indirect detection of rare, endangered, or elusive organisms that are typically challenging to 
survey or capture (Boussarie et al. 2018, Ip et al. 2021a, Mathon et al. 2022, Richards et al. 2022, 
Zainal Abidin et al. 2022). Notably, the same DNA metabarcoding techniques have also been 
applied in environmental RNA metabarcoding, which can further elucidate the viability of signals 
from active communities and quantify organismal responses to environmental changes (Marshall 
et al. 2021, Ankley et al. 2022, Zaiko et al. 2022).

Enhancing Biomonitoring 2.0 with new molecular tools

Integrating molecular techniques and taxonomic tools

Typical traditional monitoring methods such as direct sampling, organism capture, camera trapping, 
and visual census (Figure 2, Wong et al. 2018, Lim et al. 2020, Taira et al. 2020) are susceptible to 
various sampling limitations, including destructive sampling, site inaccessibility, observer biases, 
and overlooking neglected taxa. They also tend to focus on conspicuous groups (Pearman et al. 
2018, Ip et al. 2022a), leading to high levels of false negatives, and overall, inaccurate community 
assessments and biodiversity estimates.

An integrative approach with molecular techniques complementing traditional methods 
enhances the efficiency of monitoring marine biodiversity (Chang et al. 2022a, Czachur et 
al. 2022, Wang et al. 2018, Ip et al. 2019, Richards et al. 2022). Instead of starting with con-
ventional morphological identification, a reverse workflow approach would mean molecular 
methods are first used to identify specimens by matching them to databases of previously 
identified and barcoded species. This can accelerate the process of species discovery and iden-
tification, since it eliminates the prerequisite of involving trained taxonomists in species moni-
toring efforts (Wang et al. 2018). Even for undescribed species with no reference barcodes, the 
reverse workflow can help rapidly sort specimens into molecular operational taxonomic units 
(MOTUs) based on sequence similarity, and subsequently, direct follow-up morphology-based 
identification work.

Notwithstanding these advantages, appropriate experimental designs are crucial for effective 
species detection with molecular techniques. It must be emphasised that pilot experiments are 
needed to assess feasibility of study designs and to optimise methods (Furlan et al. 2016, Goldberg 
et al. 2016) since there is no single template procedure suitable for processing every sample type 
while targeting all species (Barnes & Turner 2016, de Souza et al. 2016). Furthermore, method-
ological biases can potentially be introduced at every experimental stage, from sample collection, 
gene amplification, sequencing to data analysis, which could result in erroneous ecological infer-
ences (Gold et al. 2022, van der Loos & Nijland 2021, Zinger et al. 2019). Prevailing consider-
ations in study designs include minimalisation of potential biases across all steps of the workflow, 
optimisation of the bioinformatics pipeline, selection of appropriate gene region(s) of interest, 
taxon coverage of barcoded genes in reference databases, as well as managing contamination 
and misidentification (Gold et al. 2022, Martins et al. 2021, Richards et al. 2022, van der Loos & 
Njiland 2021, Zaiko et al. 2022).
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Sample collection, fixation, and processing

Although there are many different techniques for sample collection, we focus on five commonly 
used sampling tools as depicted in Figure 2. The type of specimens collected with these sampling 
tools range from water, sediment, bulk to specimen vouchers, each of which are typically processed 
distinctly (Figure 2). Downstream molecular methods are relatively consistent following the sample 
processing stage, but the type of final data output for ecological analyses is largely contingent on the 
specific research question (Figure 2). This may either involve sequencing on different platforms or 
employment of rapid detection technologies without sequencing involvement (Figure 2).

DNA barcoding studies focus primarily on biodiversity assessments using DNA-based identifi-
cation of collected specimens. They typically engage in tissue subsampling for molecular analyses 
and preserve whole specimen vouchers for morphological identification. Hard-bodied organisms, 
such as invertebrates with shells (molluscs) or exoskeletons (arthropods), are preserved as vouchers 
in 70% ethanol; while soft-bodied organisms like polychaetes, fish, and flatworms are often fixed in 
formalin (Vivien et al. 2018). It is noteworthy that formalin-fixed tissues are suboptimal for DNA 
sequencing (Hahn et al. 2022, Raxworthy et al. 2021). Nevertheless, formalin fixation ensures mini-
mal loss of key features for morphology-based taxonomic work, while subsamples from expendable 
body parts are used to generate high-quality DNA barcodes tagged to properly identified vouchers.

Furthermore, DNA metabarcoding is employed by studies with the aim of simultaneous identifi-
cation of multiple taxa or characterisation of community composition from mixed-sample pools and 
bulk samples. Environmental bulk samples are collected by hand (e.g., surface water sampling with 
sterile plastic bottles), with a horizontal (e.g., Van Dorn) or vertical (e.g., Niskin) water sampler for 
seawater sampling, and a grab or corer is used for sediment sampling (Figure 2). Since environmen-
tal DNA signals in seawater can be distinct between sampling depths (DiBattista et al. 2019, Jeunen 
et al. 2020, Monuki et al. 2021, but see Ip et al. 2021b), working understanding of the target species’ 
biology is key for determining the appropriate seawater sampling depth. For instance, detecting 
pelagic species requires sampling of the mid-water column while collecting seawater near the sea-
bed can improve the detection of benthic species (Antich et al. 2021a). Vacuum or peristaltic pumps 
are typically used to concentrate genetic material from the seawater on to a porous membrane (via 
ultrafiltration) for downstream molecular processing. For sample preservation, filter membranes can 
be dry-frozen, stored at -20°C in ethanol or cell-lysis buffers (e.g., Longmire’s solution, Sarkosyl 
buffer), desiccated using silica beads or with self-preserving filter membrane housing units until 
further work is conducted (Thomas et al. 2019, Williams et al. 2016, Mauvisseau et al. 2021).

As for sediment subsampling, it is done by collecting sediment with sterile spatulas or syringes 
from the surface and the centre of the grab or core sample, so as to ensure sample integrity while 
avoiding vertical admixture (Lins et al. 2021, Pawlowski et al. 2022). The subsamples are stored 
in 100% molecular grade ethanol or dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) solution and frozen till further 
processing (Ransome et al. 2017). Notably, preprocessing of samples may be required before sea-
water filtration or sediment sampling. Depending on the nature of the sample, prefiltering of turbid 
seawater samples with larger pore-sized membranes prevents clogging of filters and can help reduce 
amplification inhibition in downstream molecular processes, but also risks decreasing DNA yield 
(Stoeckle et al. 2017, Hunter et al. 2019). Similarly, sieving sediment samples that may contain the 
larger body-sized macrofauna helps to isolate these larger animals present within the sediment 
(Aylagas et al. 2018, Gielings et al. 2021), which could otherwise contribute disproportionately more 
DNA to the mixed-sample pools and mask signals from other rare taxa during metabarcoding.

Lastly, studies that utilise standardised sampling devices, e.g., Autonomous Reef Monitoring 
Structures (ARMS, Leray & Knowlton 2015), are focused on the sampling of the reef matrix, which 
can generate many different sample types, such as meio- and macrofauna specimen vouchers, 
bulk samples of encrusted material, and sediment and seawater environmental samples. As such, 
ARMS require a combination of wet-lab processing techniques to collect and preserve the samples 
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(Leray & Knowlton 2015), which include preprocessing with serial sieving (<2 mm mesh size) of 
meio- and macrofauna for tissue subsampling and fixation (Ransome et al. 2017), collection of sedi-
ment from encrusted plates for homogenisation (Aylagas et al. 2016), and filtering of containment 
seawater for the concentration of genetic material (Figure 2, Aylagas et al. 2016, Ip et al. 2021b, 
Nichols et al. 2022).

Choice of gene markers and taxonomic resolution

The same primers used for DNA barcoding of single species specimens can be applied for DNA 
metabarcoding assays that target the same gene loci for species delimitation. Critically, slight modi-
fications must be made to the 5ʹ terminus of the primer sequence to render it suitable for DNA 
metabarcoding. The addition of a short (8–9 bp) and unique oligonucleotide sequence distinguishes 
between sets of primers used on different samples in the same assay, thereby permitting sample 
multiplexing during sequencing (Meier et al. 2016). These uniquely tagged primers are assigned 
to individual or mixed samples and must not overlap with one another so that downstream demul-
tiplexing or bioinformatically sorting and assigning of sequences back to their respective sample 
‘bins’ can occur.

Nevertheless, the selection of gene regions for (meta)barcoding is closely associated with the 
availability of published molecular markers and the robustness of reference barcode databases 
for providing sufficient resolution in species identification. It is imperative to target the most suit-
able or well-represented gene locus for barcoding or metabarcoding assays since the downstream 
analyses hinge on the species delimitation resolution that the gene marker provides. To maxi-
mise the barcoding gap that separates intra- and interspecific variation (Meyer & Paulay 2005), 
in silico experiments can identify gene regions with adequate variation for unambiguous species 
delimitation, while ideally being flanked by conserved regions to allow primer binding for poly-
merase chain reaction (PCR). Therefore, mitochondrial gene fragments like COI (26.6% of marine 
metazoan GenBank sequences), 12S rRNA (11.8%), and 16S rRNA (19.3%) are common target 
loci since these are relatively well represented in reference databases (Figure 3) and sufficiently 
variable for species delimitation in many taxa (Thomsen et al. 2012, Kelly et al. 2014, Valentini 
et al. 2016, Sigsgaard et al. 2020, but see Anthozoa (Huang et al. 2008, McFadden et al. 2011), 
Annelida (Sun et al. 2012), and Platyhelminthes (Vanhove et al. 2013)). To ensure meaningful 
taxonomic assignments of sequence data, emphasis must be placed on having comprehensively 
curated and updated sequence databases, which can also provide feedback on the specificity of the 
assay design. Ideally, a local database specific to the study area should be established to improve 
the precision of sequence matches (Bucklin et al. 2021, Dugal et al. 2022, Gold et al. 2021, Ip et 
al. 2019, Keck & Altermatt 2022).

Even when a gene marker offers species delimitation resolution, incomplete reference sequence 
databases can result in the barcodes not matching with species-level epithets, while primer mis-
matches and poor binding affinities can also lead to false negative detections. Intuitively, sequences 
without species names may seem meaningless, for instance, in conservation or invasive species 
monitoring programmes (Locatelli et al. 2020). However, for studies focused on overall diversity 
estimation and community-level responses to environmental changes, they remain relevant as the 
putative species units from taxonomy-free approach becomes the common denominator for com-
parisons of poorly studied, rare, and morphologically cryptic organisms across various habitats 
(He et al. 2019, Rodrigues et al. 2021). Furthermore, poor primer binding affinities due to mis-
matches of priming sequences between different species could lead to false negative detections, 
especially when the same universal primers designed for single-specimen DNA barcoding are used 
for bulk or environmental metabarcoding (Deagle et al. 2014, Ip et al. 2021b). Primer mismatches 
also inevitably occur due to varied binding affinities of primers to different species’ template DNA 
in mixed-sample pools (Piñol et al. 2015, Piper et al. 2019, Ip et al. 2021b), potentially resulting in 
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amplification biases. A multimarker approach would thus help circumvent these issues, as it could 
recover species diversity more inclusively or precisely, and reduce false negative detections from 
primer binding incompatibilities or barcode underrepresentation in reference databases. Notably, 
the multilocus approach is also contingent on barcode representation on global databases. For 
instance, there exist 37,223 marine animal species with mitochondrial DNA barcodes, according to 
MIDORI2 (GenBank Release 249) (Figure 3). Among the 13 mitochondrial protein-coding and two 
ribosomal RNA loci from across 31 marine animal phyla, the top three most well-represented loci 
are COI (13.3–69.7%), 16S (11.2–33.3%), and 12S (11.3–11.9%). Since the representation is much 
poorer for the remaining mitochondrial genes (0.05–12.6%), studies designing multilocus experi-
ments should target at least COI, 16S, or 12S (Figure 3).

Target amplicon size in relation to sequencing platform

Different sequencing platforms return different read lengths (Table 1), which in turn can impact 
taxonomic resolution (Krehenwinkel et al. 2019, Latz et al. 2022, Martijn et al. 2019, Yeo et al. 
2020). For example, with Illumina platforms, the maximum possible barcode length that can be 
generated with minimal error rates is up to 500 bp, which means that primers must be designed 
to target gene regions of less than 400 bp (Table 1). Since the performance of most HTS plat-
forms is limited to sequencing shorter fragments, universal DNA barcoding markers like the 658 

Figure 3  (A) Global distribution of the 37,223 marine animal species with mitochondrial DNA barcodes, 
based on author-submitted locality metadata from GenBank Release 249, consolidated by MIDORI2. (B) 
Stacked bar chart showing numbers of mitochondrial barcoded marine and non-marine species for each gene. 
(C) Stacked bar chart showing the relative frequencies of the 13 mitochondrial protein-coding and 2 ribosomal 
RNA barcodes available for all marine taxa.
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bp region introduced by Folmer et al. (1994) are incompatible for paired-end sequencing. Instead, 
only mini-barcoding markers like the 313 bp fragment by Leray et al. (2013) are feasible with HTS. 
Contrastingly, Sanger-based DNA barcoding can target gene regions of up to 1–2 kbp. While shorter 
fragments can be amplified and sequenced more easily (Cruaud et al. 2017), the longer amplicons 
typically have higher discriminatory power to resolve closely related species (Krehenwinkel et al. 
2019, Latz et al. 2022, Martijn et al. 2019).

The third-generation ONT’s MinION sequencer’s long-read capabilities can bypass some of the 
utility shortcomings of both Sanger and Illumina technologies for DNA barcoding and metabar-
coding (Pomerantz et al. 2018, Krehenwinkel et al. 2019). However, the MinION’s single flow cell 
capacity has a relatively low throughput of ~50 Gbp. Only ONT’s GridION or PromethION plat-
forms can comfortably replicate Illumina’s sequencing yield (Table 1), which have higher theoretical 
maximum outputs of 250 Gbp – 14 Tbp from being able to accommodate multiple flow cells (5–48) 
simultaneously for sequencing (Pervez et al. 2022). Indeed, such applications will be less restricted 
by the amplicon length output with longer-read technology, which shifts the focus to planning con-
siderations concerning sequencing depth and the nature and state of samples. On the one hand, 
degraded samples are expected to have more fragmented DNA and targeting shorter fragments (still 
>150 bp) likely increase detection successes (Wainwright et al. 2018, Choo et al. 2021). On the other 
hand, fresh tissue samples can be targeted for longer barcodes (or full-length genes even, Günther 
et al. 2022) to attain a more unambiguous delimitation of species (Quek et al. 2019, 2021, Chang et 
al. 2022a). As such, a suite of sequencing technologies can be assembled to suit each study’s needs 
through the review of sample DNA quality (fresh or degraded) or funding available.

Decontamination and replication

Contamination is a major challenge for molecular approaches as it can potentially skew results and 
generate erroneous conclusions (Goldberg et al. 2016, Hansen et al. 2020). These are not limited 
to laboratory settings and can also arise during fieldwork and equipment assembly. Clean, aseptic 

Table 1  Comparison of performance, yield, error rates, and costs between Sanger and five 
representatives of high-throughput sequencing platforms (Chang et al. 2020a, Dohm et al. 2020, 
Quail et al. 2012, Shendure & Ji 2008, Stoler & Nekrutenko 2021)

Short-read platform Long-read platform

Sanger
Illumina 

Miseq V2/V3

Illumina 
HiSeq 

4000/2500
Illumina Novaseq 

6000 S2
ONT 

MinION 
PacBio 

Sequel II

Sequencing 
cost per 
sample (USD)

~$18 ~$30 ~$7/~$20 ~$4 ~$6 ~$10

Manpower for 
preparation

Low Medium Medium Medium Low High

Maximum read 
length

1–2-kbp 151 bp/251 bp 151 bp/251 bp 151 bp ~2 Mbp ~100 Kbp

Throughput Single 
consensus 
barcode per 
sample

8.5 Gbp/15 Gbp 1500 Gbp/300 
Gbp

1250 Gbp 20 Gbp 160 Gbp

Error rate ~0.001% 0.473% 0.112% 0.109% R9.4.1: ~6%
R10.3: ~4%

13%

Run time ~4 hours 56 hours 84 hours 56 hours 0.5–72 hours 15 hours
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practices must be implemented at all stages of wet-lab work to reduce contamination risks (Schweiss 
et al. 2020). Disinfection protocols range from UV irradiation, autoclaving, rinsing with distilled 
water, soap water, enzymatic treatment with DNases, and wiping down with bleach to inactivate any 
residual biological materials. Overall, 10% household bleach and the use of single-use, sterilised 
and DNase-treated consumables are strongly encouraged for ensuring decontamination (Goldberg 
et al. 2016, Ip et al. 2021a). Besides rigorous disinfection protocols, it is critical to include negative 
controls at every stage of the experiment to facilitate identification of contamination sources and 
prompt rectification procedures (Goldberg et al. 2016, Williams et al. 2019), such as taking addi-
tional steps in lab cleaning or bioinformatic filtering (Barba et al. 2014). Most importantly, these 
negative controls must be processed the same way as samples (Goldberg et al. 2016).

Biological replicates are repeated collections of samples from the same sampling site. They are 
critical for estimating diversity and determining the frequency of species occurrences, especially 
for rare taxa (Bessey et al. 2020, West et al. 2020). Technical replicates are subsamples gener-
ated from within the same biological sample (Fonseca 2018). Increasing the number of technical 
replicates can help improve detection consistency and confidence as well as enhance likelihood of 
detecting rare taxa (Ficetola et al. 2015). On one hand, a cumulative approach of combining signals 
across replicates reduces false negative detections of rare taxa; while on the other hand, a minimum 
threshold approach increases statistical confidence of species detection, e.g., deemed a true signal if 
detected in >50% of the replicates (Van den Bulcke et al. 2021). Nevertheless, considerations must 
be made regarding the rise in costs and labour intensity with larger numbers of replicates. As such, it 
is recommended that future studies conducting DNA metabarcoding minimally use three technical 
replicates, and species present in at least two replicates can be more confidently interpreted as a true 
biological signal (van der Loos and Nijland 2021).

Bioinformatics

Today, a myriad of open-source, command-line programs (Table 2), such as OBITools (Boyer  
et al. 2016) and DADA2 (Callahan et al. 2016), can capably handle the analyses of large biodiver-
sity datasets containing billions of sequence reads in a short time. The bioinformatic processing 
of sequences is the last step of any barcoding or metabarcoding workflow (Figure 2) in which the 
different ways that the sequencing data are processed and analysed with varied filtering thresholds 
can influence the final detection outcomes of target species (Mathon et al. 2021). It is noteworthy 
that strict quality filtering thresholds are intuitively useful for removing erroneous sequences for 
downstream analyses, but caution must be exercised regarding the over-elimination of reads, which 
can lead to false negatives of rare taxa.

Most HTS data are generated via paired-end sequencing, and they have forward and reverse 
sequence reads. The first bioinformatics step is to begin with the merging of forward and reverse 
reads using a minimum Phred quality score and base overlap threshold (Ewing et al. 1998), 

Table 2  List of open-source bioinformatic program examples for DNA (meta)barcoding analyses

Name Web resource Type Reference

OBITools https://pythonhosted.org/OBITools/welcome.html Command line Boyer et al. (2016)

DADA2 https://benjjneb.github.io/dada2/index.html Command line Callahan et al. (2016)

eDNAFlow https://github.com/mahsa-mousavi/eDNAFlow Command line Mousavi‐Derazmahalleh 
et al. (2021)

FROGS http://frogs.toulouse.inra.fr/ GUI Escudié et al. (2018)

QIIME2studio https://docs.qiime2.org/2019.4/interfaces/q2studio/ GUI Bolyen et al. (2019)

SLIM https://trtcrd.github.io/SLIM/ GUI Dufresne et al. (2019)

TaxonTableTools https://github.com/TillMacher/TaxonTableTools GUI Macher et al. (2021)

https://pythonhosted.org
https://benjjneb.github.io
https://github.com
http://frogs.toulouse.inra.fr
https://docs.qiime2.org
https://trtcrd.github.io
https://github.com
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which are determined by the user examining the sequencing run profile on the FASTQC program 
(Andrews 2019). Since barcoding and metabarcoding libraries are multiplexed with large num-
bers of samples for cost-effectiveness on HTS platforms, the next step involves sorting or assign-
ing sequences back to their respective samples by using the unique oligonucleotide tags (8–9 bp, 
Bohmann et al. 2022, Ip et al. 2021a,b, see also Section on Choice of gene markers and taxonomic 
resolution) at each read’s 5ʹ terminal ends for demultiplexing. The adapters, unique multiplexing 
tags, and primer sequences are also removed during the demultiplexing step. Subsequently, quality 
filtering removes sequencing errors, retains sequences with the correct fragment size and a mini-
mum number of read counts for statistical confidence (Mathon et al. 2021). Next, clustering with 
arbitrary thresholds [e.g., maximum 3% difference in bases for COI sequences (Hebert et al. 2003); 
2% difference for 12S V5 (Riaz et al. 2011)] groups highly similar sequences together into puta-
tive species units or MOTUs. This application of ‘universal’ clustering thresholds assumes a dis-
tinct gap between inter- and intraspecific variation but, in actuality, can vary considerably among 
taxa (Collins & Cruickshank 2013). Alternatively, users can avoid the use of arbitrarily employed 
thresholds and retain unique sequences, such as in the form of amplicon sequence variants (ASVs) 
(Callahan et al. 2016) or zero-radius operational taxonomic units (zOTUs) (Edgar 2016b). The 
generation of ASVs is a denoising technique as erroneous sequences are removed and retained 
sequences are distinguishable by a single nucleotide difference (Eren et al. 2013). Compared to 
clustering of sequences into MOTUs using arbitrary thresholds, the utility of ASVs confers advan-
tages in allowing finer distinction of sequences, experimental reproducibility, and comparison 
across different studies. It is noteworthy that the generation of MOTUs and ASVs involves dif-
ferent sequence processing approaches that may influence inferences in biodiversity assessments. 
Nevertheless, both methods have produced largely consistent biological conclusions (Glassman 
& Martiny 2018), with a few studies recommending that ASVs are more suitable for recover-
ing microbial diversity (Chiarello et al. 2022). Moreover, emerging studies have suggested that 
both sequence processing methods are more complementary than equivalent (Antich et al. 2021b, 
Cholet et al. 2022, Schloss 2021), with the incorporation of both approaches into COI metabarcod-
ing bioinformatic pipelines highly recommended (Antich et al. 2021b). Lastly, sequence alignment 
and similarity searches with BLAST allow the taxonomic assignment of ASVs or MOTUs through 
the matching of the query sequences to the most similar references on the sequence database 
(Altschul 1990).

Despite being the staple for ecological analyses of HTS data, bioinformatics can be overwhelm-
ing for new users, as the required skillsets are distinct from the technical expertise of conven-
tional molecular ecologists. In such instances, the bioinformatics work can either be commercially 
outsourced or unfamiliar users can consider employing Graphical User Interface (GUI) programs 
(Table 2), which will have broad user applicability since coding proficiency is not required. This 
breaks down the complexity of command-line scripting and paves the way for new users to analyse 
their own DNA metabarcoding data.

Managing misidentification

Misidentification during taxonomic work is inevitable, since the accuracy in species identification 
is contingent on a multitude of factors like the taxonomist’s proficiency, quality of taxonomic keys 
(details can be lost in translation rendering them incomplete), and the preservation state of the speci-
men (Bush et al. 2019). DNA-based methods can potentially be advantageous in scenarios where 
they can reduce taxonomic misidentifications and complement conventional morphological tools 
(DeSalle 2006). In particular, DNA barcoding allows more consistent species identification of taxa 
that have been formally described and previously barcoded with markers possessing adequate spe-
cies delimitation resolution (Wang et al. 2018). However, DNA-based methods are not without flaws 
and remain largely dependent on reliable morphological identifications, suitable marker choice, 



306

YIN CHEONG ADEN IP ET AL.

and robustness of the reference barcode databases (Hleap et al. 2021). Critically, a specimen that 
is taxonomically misidentified will have an incorrect species name tagged to the DNA barcode in 
global reference databases, and such instances have been routinely uncovered (Liu et al. 2017, Porter 
& Hajibabaei 2018c). This will cause chain misidentifications when following studies search and 
BLAST query sequences against erroneous reference sequences (Leray et al. 2019, Locatelli et al. 
2020).

We recommend, where available, to also match query sequences to alternative reference databases 
that may be smaller but better curated. For instance, the Barcode of Life (BOLD) can be used in 
conjunction with GenBank for more accurate matching of COI sequences (Ratnasingham & Hebert 
2007). Moreover, BOLD has advanced its ability to automate and organise batch sequence searches 
with BOLDigger (Porter & Hajibabaei 2018a, Buchner & Leese 2020), and the recent emergence of 
curated reference databases like MIDORI2 (Leray et al. 2022) and PR2 (Guillou et al. 2012) can col-
lectively address the misidentification challenges, thereby increasing the accuracy of DNA-based spe-
cies identification. Curated reference databases are not limited to COI sequences – marine eukaryotes 
barcoded at other gene loci like the nuclear 18S have the curated PR2 database for sequence matching. 
Lastly, curated databases like MIDORI2 and PR2 have results output formats that are compatible with 
Bayesian or taxonomic classifier programs like CONSTAX2 (Liber et al. 2021), RDP classifier (Wang 
et al. 2007), and SINTAX (Edgar 2016a). Classifier programs provide statistical support for every level 
of taxonomic classification of the query sequences, raising identification confidence and reducing the 
likelihood of barcode misidentification.

Challenges and prospects of implementation

Reference databases

The effectiveness and efficiency of DNA barcoding and metabarcoding are dependent on reli-
able taxonomic assignment by matching to curated databases with robust representation of spe-
cies sequences. However, the problem of incomplete databases that have insufficient taxonomic 
resolution for a large portion of published DNA sequence data remains unaddressed (West et al. 
2021, Rourke et al. 2022). Improvements in reference sequence matching and primer resolution are 
urgently needed. The former requires enhancing the completeness of reference databases, since 
most sequences from metabarcoding studies remain unassigned at the species level. For instance, 
COI barcodes with matches at <97% to reference sequences or >97% to database records without 
species epithets are considered ‘unidentified’ and only used as unnamed assemblages or putative 
species for coarse community assessments (Ip et al. 2021b). While single-gene Sanger barcoding 
has helped build sequence databases and should continue to be so, high-throughput technologies for 
the rapid barcoding of specimens (Srivathsan et al. 2019, Chang et al. 2020a, 2022a) or assembly 
of mitogenomes (Quek et al. 2019, 2021, Chang et al. 2022b) may in certain cases exponentially 
expand reference databases (Porter & Hajibabaei 2018b), although DNA barcoding and species 
identification of marine organisms in many geographic areas are currently still lacking (Figure 3A). 
More importantly, complementary morphology-based taxonomic work should be a requirement for 
barcoded specimens to be assigned species names before submission of DNA barcodes to reference 
databases. This measure would reduce the proportion of database entries with inaccurate or impre-
cise names, and saves the time and effort needed to correct erroneously tagged specimen vouchers 
and barcodes.

Species identification based on mitochondrial DNA barcoding is feasible for most marine ani-
mals as several gene loci (12S, 16S, COI) are adequately variable and possess a distinct barcoding 
gap for species delimitation (Meyer & Paulay 2005). However, there are a few marine taxa that 
are either difficult to barcode due to unspecific binding of universal primers or there is a lack of a 
barcoding gap in the commonly targeted barcode regions for identification. For instance, serpulid 
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calcareous tubeworms (Annelida) are challenging to amplify for COI due to poor primer bind-
ing affinities (Sun et al. 2012), while species delimitation is ineffective with the COI gene for 
Platyhelminthes (Vanhove et al. 2013) and Anthozoa (Huang et al. 2008, McFadden et al. 2011). 
Nevertheless, taxon-specific primers or the use of multimarker approaches targeting different gene 
regions can help distinguish closely related taxa and collectively increase the overall resolution 
of taxon delimitation (Pearman et al. 2018, Ip et al. 2022b), addressing both DNA barcoding and 
metabarcoding issues associated with the lack of barcoding gap, amplification biases, and insuf-
ficient primer delimitation resolution. Fortunately, improved markers are continually designed for 
barcoding anthozoans in the COI region (McFadden et al. 2011, Nichols & Marko 2019, Shinzato 
et al. 2021), while barcoding alternate mitochondrial loci such as 12S, 16S, mitochondrial protein-
coding gene (msh1), COI intergenic region (igr1), or nuclear gene regions, such as 18S, 28S, and 
internal transcribed spacers (ITS), have led to improved resolution for delimiting flatworm and 
coral species (Afiq-Rosli et al. 2019, Ip et al. 2022b, Vanhove et al. 2013). However, some of these 
alternative mitochondrial gene loci for most marine phyla remain poorly represented (Figure 3B and 
C), highlighting an urgent need to ramp up efforts for more barcoding work or mitogenomic skim-
ming and assembly. Furthermore, non-specific amplification can be circumvented with blocking 
primers or bioinformatic filtering to remove non-target DNA and sequencing reads in downstream 
analyses, which would enhance species detection success (Piñol et al. 2015, Huggins et al. 2020, 
Rabbani et al. 2021).

Read counts for quantitative estimates

An intensely debated topic involves the utilisation of metabarcoding sequence data for quantitative 
estimates of species abundance (Kelly 2016), which is highly informative for mapping home ranges 
and distribution patterns (Barnes & Turner 2016), among others. Critically, raw read numbers for 
each species may not be directly proportional to its biomass or abundance (Evans et al. 2016, Kelly 
2016). Studies have been divided in their findings, for instance, Lamb et al. (2019) found a weak rela-
tionship between eDNA read counts and organism biomass, but Li et al. (2021) reported otherwise 
for large-sized organisms’ eDNA. While some groups have shown the incongruence between the 
amount of sequence reads and absolute abundance of morphological data (Evans et al. 2016, Kelly 
2016), others have reported congruent patterns between molecular (relative abundance) and mor-
phological derived abundance data for marine plankton, diatoms, fish, and invertebrates (Abad et al. 
2016, Aylagas & Rodríguez-Ezpeleta 2016, Kimmerling et al. 2018, Vasselon et al. 2018, Hoshino 
et al. 2021). Strong positive correlations between read counts and relative species abundances have 
also been demonstrated while tracking ecologically significant events like mass spawning (Bista  
et al. 2018, Tillotson et al. 2018, Rourke et al. 2022, Ip et al. 2022b) and characterising spatiotem-
poral dispersal patterns of fish larvae (Kimmerling et al. 2018). In particular, Nichols and Marko 
(2019) highlighted the potential for inferring eDNA sequence abundances for reef coral cover esti-
mates, although West et al. (2022) warned against applying read count data for this purpose, espe-
cially at more diverse sites. Moreover, Yates et al. (2019) found stronger positive correlations in ex 
situ experiments, but failed to replicate the same trends with in situ experiments. These inconsisten-
cies in read counts for abundance inferences can be attributed to the use of PCR for metabarcoding, 
which generate biases by impairing the proportional relationship between the quantity of DNA 
pre- and post-amplification (van der Loos & Nijland 2021). Additionally, different metabarcoding 
primers may perform differently with the template DNA in mixed-sample pools (Hajibabaei et al. 
2019), and primers with fewer mismatches with the target loci of template DNA generally yield 
more reliable quantitative results (Piñol et al. 2019).

These limitations have motivated the normalisation of read count data to be used as a rough 
index for abundance measures (Lawson Handley et al. 2019, Laporte et al. 2021), allowing for infer-
ences of relative, rather than absolute, abundances. Accordingly, a multimarker approach using 
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species-specific primers (Beng and Corlett 2020, van der Loos & Nijland 2021) and read count 
normalisation (Laporte et al. 2021) is necessary for reducing potential biases from PCR and primer 
choice. PCR-free and shotgun sequencing can also eliminate PCR biases, and these have also suc-
cessfully demonstrated positive correlations between read counts and abundance estimation (Bista 
et al. 2018, Ji et al. 2020). These precautionary alternatives appear effective, as more than 90% of 
DNA metabarcoding studies in the past 2 years have demonstrated positive correlations between 
normalised read counts and relative taxon abundances (Rourke et al. 2022). Future studies can 
employ Hellinger transformation of read count data (Laporte et al. 2021) or include internal stan-
dard DNA for copy number correction (Ushio et al. 2018) to improve the reliability of species 
abundance inferences.

Environmental RNA for differentiating 
between living and dead organisms

Environmental DNA have been shown to mostly exist in the environment as 1–10 µm sized particles 
(Barnes et al. 2021, Jo et al. 2022a), suggesting that eDNA from macroorganisms are likely subcel-
lular tissue fragments and intracellular DNA from shed cells (Moushomi et al. 2019). As such, eDNA 
is frequently used as a proxy for detecting organism presence, although shedding and decay models 
have shown high variability in eDNA degradation and persistence profiles between different species 
and environment types (Harrison et al. 2019, Zhao et al. 2021). Despite few studies reporting short 
persistence times of less than 8 hours with dead eDNA (Ely et al. 2021), the majority have highlighted 
that one of DNA metabarcoding’s key limitations is its inability to differentiate between the living 
and the dead in environmental samples, resulting in false positive results as the detected organisms 
could have been dead or inactive at the point of sample collection (Jo et al. 2022b, Pochon et al. 2017, 
Marshall et al. 2021). Environmental RNA (eRNA) has been proposed as an alternative to comple-
ment eDNA-based monitoring programmes (Giroux et al. 2022, Greco et al. 2022, Yates et al. 2021), 
and recent studies have reported eRNA’s ability to distinguish between living and dead (legacy) sig-
nals (Giroux et al. 2022, Greco et al. 2022, Pochon et al. 2017, Marshall et al. 2021). Conceptually, 
because RNA is physiochemically more unstable and easily degradable compared to DNA, it does 
not remain for long in the environment (Jo et al. 2022b, Kagzi et al. 2022). Therefore, eRNA is 
expected to provide more a reliable ‘time stamp’ for eDNA-detected signals (Jo et al. 2022b, Pochon 
et al. 2017, Kagzi et al. 2022). However, this may not always be the case as Wood et al. (2020) found 
that eDNA and eRNA shared similar half-life profiles. Depending on the target organism’s physi-
ological state, there could also be prolonged eRNA detection due to upregulation of selected genes in 
response to environmental stimuli (Cristescu 2019, Jo et al. 2022b, Ikert et al. 2021). Nevertheless, the 
majority of the studies that have compared eRNA and eDNA performances have presented evidence 
that eRNA results are more precise in recognising only signals from living organisms (Giroux et al. 
2022, Greco et al. 2022, López-Escardó et al. 2018, Miyata et al. 2021).

Despite being a viable alternative to eDNA metabarcoding, the laborious nature and logisti-
cal challenges of eRNA experiments (extra steps in preservation and wet-lab processing) obstruct 
its widespread applicability in research and routine monitoring programmes. Due to the unstable 
nature of RNA, proper preservation of bulk and environmental samples for RNA work is more 
demanding, including field requirements, such as flash freezing with liquid nitrogen, or specialised 
and costly preservatives like RNAlater (Invitrogen) to maintain RNA integrity between sample 
collection and storage (Passow et al. 2019). If these logistical challenges can be addressed, the 
concurrent use of eRNA and eDNA tools will surely advance the feasibility of genomic tools for 
environmental monitoring (Von Ammon et al. 2019, Greco et al. 2022, Marshall et al. 2021). Most 
importantly, eRNA is highly relevant for studies that need to determine the viability of detected sig-
nals, such as for invasive species management and endangered species monitoring (Sepulveda et al. 
2020, Farrell et al. 2021, Veilleux et al. 2021).
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Advancing field-based molecular applications

Despite the performance advantages of HTS, the molecular processes are nonetheless restricted to 
lab-based settings, while data generation and bioinformatic analyses remain limited by sequenc-
ing run times and computational power (Table 1). Recently, portable- and non-sequencing-related 
innovations have enabled in situ field molecular experiments, accelerating the rate of biodiversity 
assessments (Figure 2) (Baerwald et al. 2020, But et al. 2020, Chang et al. 2020b, Doi et al. 2021). 
Field-based applications eliminate the need for storage and transport to the laboratory as process-
ing work can be done in situ, thereby increasing efficiency and output through time savings (Chang 
et al. 2020b, Doi et al. 2021) and extending the range (distance and time) of sampling expeditions 
(Baerwald et al. 2020). Clearly, field-ready equipment and reagents are needed, such as BentoLab, 
miniPCRTM, and Genie® for molecular processes like DNA extraction and PCR. MinION sequencer, 
two3TM, and Genie® portable qPCR devices, commercial colorimetric and lateral flow kits are 
required for field sequencing analyses and visualising data output (Baerwald et al. 2020, But et al. 
2020, Doi et al. 2021). Unless using equipment that includes a mini-centrifuge, e.g., BentoLab, 
reagents should preferably require minimal centrifugation in the field, such as the QuickExtractTM 
(Lucigen) for DNA extractions, Recombinase Polymerase Amplification (RPA, TwistDx) reagents 
for isothermal DNA extraction/amplification, and AMPure XP (Beckman Coulter) magnetic beads 
for clean-up procedures (Chang et al. 2020b). While the MinION sequencer, Genie®, and two3TM 
qPCR thermocyclers allow real-time analyses of high-throughput sequence and species detection 
data without reliance on a laboratory (Doi et al. 2021, Pomerantz et al. 2022), we note that these are 
sophisticated equipment. It may also be challenging to visualise data or explore bioinformatics in 
depth in the field.

User-friendly applications without the need for electrical power, portable thermocyclers, or 
specialised equipment are increasingly available and will be highly advantageous for research in 
developing countries or remote survey sites where lab-based experiments are not cost-effective 
or logistically feasible. In particular, loop-mediated isothermal amplification (LAMP) assays with 
colorimetric kits (But et al. 2020, Porco et al. 2022) and clustered regularly interspaced short pal-
indromic repeats technology’s (CRISPR) specific high-sensitivity enzymatic reporter unlocking 
(SHERLOCK) method with lateral flow devices (LFA) (Baerwald et al. 2020) are available for 
easy data visualisation, although these are currently appropriate only for species-specific detection 
rather than whole-community analyses. SHERLOCK-LFA is a remarkably sensitive detection tool 
that has been highly successful as a non-invasive molecular tool for field-based species identifica-
tion (Baerwald et al. 2020), but its potential for targeted species detection in bulk or environmental 
DNA metabarcoding studies has not yet been explored. Nevertheless, given the recent successful 
optimisations of eDNA detection of important food fish species with CRISPR from water samples 
(Williams et al. 2019, 2021), we would also expect SHERLOCK-LFA to replicate such application 
successes in environmental monitoring in the near future. These ongoing developments are exciting 
prospects for field molecular techniques to further enhance biomonitoring efficiency, biodiversity 
assessments, species discovery, documentation, and diversity estimation (Creer et al. 2016, Deiner 
et al. 2017, Hering et al. 2018, West et al. 2021).

Research gaps and future priorities

The immediate priorities for enhancing the ecological applications of Biomonitoring 2.0 are to 
extend the utility of the molecular tools for robust species monitoring, continue testing the feasibil-
ity and innovating more reliable solutions for using sequencing reads to estimate abundances of 
target organisms. Recent developments in the field have seen expansions in the scope and range 
of species monitoring. This is evident with the increasing number of studies administering the 
Biomonitoring 2.0 framework and conducting molecular work outside of lab-based settings in the 
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field (Chang et al. 2020b, Pomerantz et al. 2022). Molecular processes have also been streamlined to 
be more user-friendly, so that amateur and citizen scientists can also contribute to species monitor-
ing efforts (Larson et al. 2020, Miya et al. 2022).

Although species abundance is crucial for numerous ecological applications, the inference 
of relative abundances from sequence read counts remains a challenge (Pawlowski et al. 2018). 
Currently, there is no straightforward remedy for this sequencing quantification and abundance 
estimate issue. We acknowledge these limitations and recognise that it is technically impractical to 
infer absolute abundance, and only relative abundance estimates may be credible from standardised 
and quality-controlled sequencing read count data. As such, the most reliable utility of sequencing 
data for ecological applications remains at determining species presence or absence, characterising 
community composition, determining multispecies site occupancy, inferring rough relative abun-
dances, as well as evaluating food webs and species co-occurrences (Kang et al. 2022, Lawson 
Handley et al. 2019, Valdivia‐Carrillo et al. 2021). Future work interested in using sequencing read 
counts for relative abundance measures has to consider correction factors in their experimental 
designs for both the wet- and dry-lab components. To improve the accuracy of relative abundance 
estimates, internal positive controls (Ushio et al. 2018), application of quantitative sequencing tech-
niques (Hoshino et al. 2021), and normalisation or transformation of read count data during bioin-
formatic analyses need to be considered and tested (Lawson Handley et al. 2019, Laporte et al. 2021, 
Rourke et al. 2022).

Conclusions and outlook

Recent advancements in molecular laboratory processes, DNA sequencing technologies, and bio-
informatics have all engendered integrative genomic approaches that can be leveraged for species 
discovery to keep pace with and even outpace the rate of defaunation and extinction (Dirzo et al. 
2014). DNA barcoding and metabarcoding have been increasingly applied in the last decade to 
establish biodiversity baselines (Figure 1), which can be used to flag environmental changes and 
allow prompt implementation of management measures (Figure 2). Consequently, these approaches 
have proved highly effective in expediting species discovery and identification, demonstrating capa-
bilities in the rediscovery of locally missing taxa, flagging potential new records, and drawing focus 
on neglected marine species diversity. Besides updating biodiversity estimates, optimised genomic 
approaches have immense potential for investigating food web interactions and studying organism 
responses to climate change and other anthropogenic impacts.

The growing number of threatened species worldwide (Davidson & Dulvy 2017) calls for cost-
effective and reliable methods for mapping species distributions and diversity to inform manage-
ment decisions. Fortunately, a decade’s worth of progress with Biomonitoring 2.0 has demonstrated 
numerous innovative applications for effective species monitoring of marine habitats. The number 
of DNA barcoding and metabarcoding applications continues to rise (Figure 1), and with the limi-
tations continually being addressed, we foresee that genomic tools for large-scale environmental 
monitoring will continue to be optimised, streamlined, and eventually mainstreamed. The founda-
tional role of database assembly with DNA barcodes of properly identified, vouchered specimens 
for biodiversity studies cannot be neglected (Chang et al. 2020a). Therefore, more work is needed to 
expand and upgrade reference databases for robust sequence matching (Porter & Hajibabaei 2018b, 
Figure 3), which in turn will help improve interpretation of molecular data and draw more meaning-
ful ecological conclusions.

The apparent trends in reduced sequencing costs and rise in sequence data yield will drive 
expansion and diversification of ecological applications (Grant et al. 2021), requiring novel study 
approaches. As such, the experimental challenges are seeing a shift from sequence through-
put to bioinformatics analyses and drawing biological inferences from the increasingly complex 
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molecular data output. Biomonitoring 2.0 has created a novel form of ‘vouchers’, where raw 
sequence data and nucleic acid extracts from environmental samples can be considered as ‘com-
munity-level vouchers’ that should be viewed as analogous to the museum-archived specimen 
vouchers. These materials are frozen in time as they store a historical snapshot of the commu-
nity, which can be revisited for establishing baselines and time series in future studies. While 
the sequencing technological improvements have motivated advances in computational biology 
for effective data analyses, other molecular techniques have also been developed to simplify 
analytical processes while accomplishing similar research or surveillance goals, including quan-
titative and digital droplet PCR (qPCR and ddPCR, respectively) (Schweiss et al. 2020, Kwong 
et al. 2021, Yip et al. 2021), LAMP (But et al. 2020, Porco et al. 2022), and SHERLOCK-LFA 
(Baerwald et al. 2020).

Biomonitoring 2.0 has demonstrated broad applicability for a wide range of environmental 
research. Importantly, it has enhanced the scale and scope of genomic research for numerous 
ecological applications. Capitalising on the current technological trajectory, which is centred on 
upscaling data throughput and automation, and in lockstep with the rapid progress in genomic 
approaches, reference database expansion, and ecological modelling, Biomonitoring 2.0 will con-
tinue to push the field towards new frontiers (Cordier et al. 2019, Compson et al. 2020, Havermans 
et al. 2022).

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank the World Register of Marine Species for making their data available to us. 
This research is supported by the Temasek Foundation under its Singapore Millennium Foundation 
Research Grant Programme. Lastly, we thank the reviewers and editors for comments and sugges-
tions that have helped improve this manuscript.

Author contributions

Y.C.A.I. and D.H. conceived the idea for the manuscript. Y.C.A.I. wrote the draft with contributions 
from J.J.M.C. and D.H. Data were collected by J.J.M.C., while Y.C.A.I. conducted the analyses and 
constructed figures with inputs from D.H. and J.J.M.C. All authors read and approved the final ver-
sion of the manuscript and declared no conflicts of interest.

References
Abad, D., Albaina, A., Aguirre, M., Laza-Martínez, A., Uriarte, I., Iriarte, A., Villate, F. & Estonba, A. 2016. 

Is metabarcoding suitable for estuarine plankton monitoring? A comparative study with microscopy. 
Marine Biology 163(7), 1–13.

Afiq-Rosli, L., Huang, D., Toh, T.C., Taira, D., Ng, C.S.L., Song, T. & Chou, L.M. 2019. Maximising genetic 
diversity during coral transplantation from a highly impacted source reef. Conservation Genetics 20(3), 
629–637.

Agnarsson, I. & Kuntner, M. 2007. Taxonomy in a changing world: Seeking solutions for a science in crisis. 
Systematic Biology 56(3), 531–539.

Altschul, S. 1990. Basic local alignment search tool. Journal of Molecular Biology 215(3), 403–410.
Andrews, S. 2019. FastQC: A quality control analysis tool for high throughput sequencing data. Babraham 

Bioinformatics - FastQC a quality control tool for high throughput sequence data. Online. https://www.
bioinformatics.babraham.ac.uk/projects/fastqc/

Ankley, P.J., Xie, Y., Havens, S., Peters, L., Timlick, L., Rodriguez-Gil, J.L., Giesy, J.P. & Palace, V.P. 
2022. RNA metabarcoding helps reveal zooplankton community response to environmental stressors. 
Environmental Pollution 292, 118446.

https://www.bioinformatics.babraham.ac.uk
https://www.bioinformatics.babraham.ac.uk


312

YIN CHEONG ADEN IP ET AL.

Antich, A., Palacín, C., Cebrian, E., Golo, R., Wangensteen, O.S. & Turon, X. 2021a. Marine biomonitoring 
with eDNA: Can metabarcoding of water samples cut it as a tool for surveying benthic communities? 
Molecular Ecology 30(13), 3175–3188.

Antich, A., Palacin, C., Wangensteen, O.S. & Turon, X. 2021b. To denoise or to cluster, that is not the ques-
tion: Optimizing pipelines for COI metabarcoding and metaphylogeography. BMC Bioinformatics 22(1), 
1–24.

Appeltans, W., Ahyong, S.T., Anderson, G., Angel, M.V., Artois, T., Bailly, N., Bamber, R., Barber, A., Bartsch, 
I., Berta, A., Błażewicz-Paszkowycz, M., Bock, P., Boxshall, G., Boyko, C.B., Brandão, S.N., Bray, 
R.A., Bruce, N.L., Cairns, S.D., Chan, T., Cheng, L., Collins, A.G., Cribb, T., Curini-Galletti, M., 
Dahdouh-Guebas, F., Davie, P.J.F., Dawson, M.N., De Clerck, O., Decock, W., De Grave, S., de Voogd, 
N.J., Domning, D.P., Emig C.C., Erséus, C., Eschmeyer, W., Fauchald, K., Fautin, D.G., Feist, S.W., 
Fransen, C.H.J.M., Furuya, H., Garcia-Alvarez, O., Gerken, S., Gibson, D., Gittenberger, A., Gofas, 
S., Gómez-Daglio, L., Gordon D.P., Guiry, M.D., Hernandez, F., Hoeksema, B.W., Hopcroft, R.R., 
Jaume, D., Kirk, P., Koedam, N., Koenemann, S., Kolb, J.B., Kristensen, R.M., Kroh, A., Lambert, G., 
Lazarus, D.B., Lemaitre, R., Longshaw, M., Lowry, J., Macpherson, E., Madin, L.P., Mah, C., Mapstone, 
G., McLaughlin, P.A., Mees, J., Meland, K., Messing, C.G., Mills, C.E., Molodtsova, T.N., Mooi, R., 
Neuhaus, B., Ng, P.K.L., Nielsen, C., Norenburg, J., Opresko, D.M., Osawa, M., Paulay, G., Perrin, W., 
Pilger, J.F., Poore, G.C.B., Pugh, P., Read, G.B., Reimer, J.D., Rius, M., Rocha, R.M., Saiz-Salinas, J.I., 
Scarabino, V., Schierwater, B., Schmidt-Rhaesa, A., Schnabel, K.E., Schotte, M., Schuchert, P., Schwabe, 
E., Segers, H., Self-Sullivan, C., Shenkar, N., Siegel, V., Sterrer, W., Stöhr, S., Swalla, B., Tasker, M.L., 
Thuesen, E.V., Timm, T., Todaro, M.A., Turon, X., Tyler, S., Uetz, P., van der Land, J., Vanhoorne, B., 
van Ofwegen, L.P., van Soest, R.W.M., Vanaverbeke, J., Walker-Smith, G., Walter, T.C., Warren, A., 
Williams, G.C., Wilson, S.P.A. & Costello, M.J. 2012. The magnitude of global marine species diversity. 
Current Biology 22(23), 2189–2202.

Aylagas, E. & Rodríguez-Ezpeleta, N. 2016. Analysis of illumina MiSeq metabarcoding data: Application to 
benthic indices for environmental monitoring. In Marine Genomics. Methods in Molecular Biology, S. 
Bourlat, (ed.). New York: Humana Press, 1452.

Aylagas, E., Borja, Á., Irigoien, X. & Rodríguez-Ezpeleta, N. 2016. Benchmarking DNA metabarcoding for 
biodiversity-based monitoring and assessment. Frontiers in Marine Science 3, 96.

Aylagas, E., Borja, Á., Muxika, I. & Rodríguez-Ezpeleta, N. 2018. Adapting metabarcoding-based benthic 
biomonitoring into routine marine ecological status assessment networks. Ecological Indicators 95, 
194–202.

Baerwald, M.R., Goodbla, A.M., Nagarajan, R.P., Gootenberg, J.S., Abudayyeh, O.O., Zhang, F. & Schreier, 
A.D. 2020. Rapid and accurate species identification for ecological studies and monitoring using 
CRISPR-based SHERLOCK. Molecular Ecology Resources 20(4), 961–970.

Baird, D.J. & Hajibabaei, M. 2012. Biomonitoring 2.0: A new paradigm in ecosystem assessment made pos-
sible by next-generation DNA sequencing. Molecular Ecology 21, 2039–2044.

Barba, M.D., De Barba, M., Miquel, C., Boyer, F., Mercier, C., Rioux, D., Coissac, E. & Taberlet, P. 2014. 
DNA metabarcoding multiplexing and validation of data accuracy for diet assessment: Application to 
omnivorous diet. Molecular Ecology Resources 14(2), 306–323.

Barnes, M.A., Chadderton, W.L., Jerde, C.L., Mahon, A.R., Turner, C.R. & Lodge, D.M. 2021. Environmental 
conditions influence eDNA particle size distribution in aquatic systems. Environmental DNA 3(3), 
643–653.

Barnes, M.A. & Turner, C.R. 2016. The ecology of environmental DNA and implications for conservation 
genetics. Conservation Genetics 17(1), 1–17.

Barnosky, A.D., Matzke, N., Tomiya, S., Wogan, G.O., Swartz, B., Quental, T.B., Marshall, C., McGuire, J.L., 
Lindsey, E.L., Maguire, K.C., Mersey, B. & Ferrer, E.A. 2011. Has the Earth’s sixth mass extinction 
already arrived? Nature 471(7336), 51–57.

Beentjes, K.K., Speksnijder, A.G., Schilthuizen, M., Hoogeveen, M., Pastoor, R. & van der Hoorn, B.B. 2019. 
Increased performance of DNA metabarcoding of macroinvertebrates by taxonomic sorting. PLoS One 
14(12), e0226527.

Beng, K.C. & Corlett, R.T. 2020. Applications of environmental DNA (eDNA) in ecology and conservation: 
Opportunities, challenges and prospects. Biodiversity and Conservation 29, 2089–2121.



313

ADVANCEMENT AND INTEGRATION OF ‘BIOMONITORING 2.0’

Bessey, C., Jarman, S.N., Berry, O., Olsen, Y.S., Bunce, M., Simpson, T., Power, M., McLaughlin, J., Edgar, 
G.J. & Keesing, J. 2020. Maximizing fish detection with eDNA metabarcoding. Environmental DNA 
2(4), 493–504.

Bista, I., Carvalho, G.R., Tang, M., Walsh, K., Zhou, X., Hajibabaei, M., Shokralla, S., Seymour, M., Bradley, D., 
Liu, S., Christmas, M. & Creer, S. 2018. Performance of amplicon and shotgun sequencing for accurate 
biomass estimation in invertebrate community samples. Molecular Ecology Resources 18(5), 1020–1034.

Bohmann, K., Elbrecht, V., Carøe, C., Bista, I., Leese, F., Bunce, M., Yu, D.W., Seymour, M., Dumbrell, A.J. 
& Creer, S. 2022. Strategies for sample labelling and library preparation in DNA metabarcoding studies. 
Molecular Ecology Resources 22(4), 1231–1246.

Bolyen, E., Rideout, J.R., Dillon, M.R., Bokulich, N.A., Abnet, C.C., Al-Ghalith, G.A., Alexander, H., Alm, 
E.J., Arumugam, M., Asnicar, F., Bai, Y., E.Bisanz, J.E., Bittinger, K., Brejnrod, A., Brislawn, C.J., 
Brown, C.T., Callahan, B.J., Caraballo-Rodríguez, A.M., Chase, J., Cope, E.K., Da Silva, R., Diener, 
C., Dorrestein, P.C., Douglas, G.M., Durall, D.M., Duvallet, C., Edwardson, C.F., Ernst, M., Estaki, M., 
Fouquier, J., Gauglitz, J.M., Gibbons, S.M., Gibson, D.L., Gonzalez, A., Gorlick, K., Guo, J., Hillmann, 
B., Holmes, S., Holste, H., Huttenhower, C., Huttley, G.A., Janssen, S., Jarmusch, A.K., Jiang, L., 
Kaehler, B.D., Kang, K.B., Keefe, C.R., Keim, P., Kelley, S.T., Knights, D., Koester, I., Kosciolek, T., 
Kreps, J., Langille, M.G.I., Lee, J., Ley, R., Liu, Y., Loftfield, E., Lozupone, C., Maher, M., Marotz, 
C., Martin, B.D., McDonald, D., McIver, L.J., Melnik, A.V., Metcalf, J.L., Morgan, S.C., Morton, J.T., 
Naimey, A.T., Navas-Molina, J.A., Nothias, L.F., Orchanian, S.B., Pearson, T., Peoples, S.L., Petras, D., 
Preuss, M.L., Pruesse, E., Rasmussen, L.B., Rivers, A., S.RobesonII, M.S., Rosenthal, P., Segata, N., 
Shaffer, M., Shiffer, A., Sinha, R., Song, S.J., Spear, J.R., Swafford, A.D., Thompson, L.R., Torres, P.J., 
Trinh, P., Tripathi, A., J.Turnbaugh, P., Ul-Hasan, S., van der Hooft, J.J.J., Vargas, F., Vázquez-Baeza, 
Y., Vogtmann, E., von Hippel, M., Walters, W., Wan, Y., Wang, M., Warren, J., C.Weber, K., Williamson, 
C.H.D., D.Willis, A.D., Xu, Z.Z., Zaneveld, J.R., Zhang, Y., Zhu, Q., Knight, R. & Caporaso, J.G. 2019. 
Reproducible, interactive, scalable and extensible microbiome data science using QIIME 2. Nature 
Biotechnology 37(8), 852–857.

Bouchet, P. 2006. The magnitude of marine biodiversity. In The Exploration of Marine Biodiversity: Scientific 
and Technological Challenges, C.M. Duarte (ed.). Bilbao: Fundácion BBVA, 31–62.

Boussarie, G., Bakker, J., Wangensteen, O.S., Mariani, S., Bonnin, L., Juhel, J.-B., Kiszka, J.J., Kulbicki, M., 
Manel, S., Robbins, W.D., Vigliola, L. & Mouillot, D. 2018. Environmental DNA illuminates the dark 
diversity of sharks. Science Advances 4(5), eaap9661.

Boyer, F., Mercier, C., Bonin, A., Le Bras, Y., Taberlet, P. & Coissac, E. 2016. obitools: A unix‐inspired soft-
ware package for DNA metabarcoding. Molecular Ecology Resources 16(1), 176–182.

Buchner, D. & Leese, F. 2020. BOLDigger–a Python package to identify and organise sequences with the 
Barcode of Life Data systems. Metabarcoding and Metagenomics 4, e53535.

Bucklin, A., Peijnenburg, K.T., Kosobokova, K.N., O’Brien, T.D., Blanco-Bercial, L., Cornils, A., Falkenhaug, 
T., Hopcroft, R.R., Hosia, A., Laakmann, S., Li, C., Martell, L., Questel, J.M., Wall-Palmer, D., Wang, 
M., Wiebe P.H. & Weydmann-Zwolicka, A. 2021. Toward a global reference database of COI barcodes 
for marine zooplankton. Marine Biology 168(6), 1–26.

Bush, A., Compson, Z.G., Monk, W.A., Porter, T.M., Steeves, R., Emilson, E., Gagne, N., Hajibabaei, M., Roy, 
M. & Baird, D.J. 2019. Studying ecosystems with DNA metabarcoding: Lessons from biomonitoring of 
aquatic macroinvertebrates. Frontiers in Ecology and Evolution 7, 434.

But, G.W.C., Wu, H.Y., Shao, K.T. & Shaw, P.C. 2020. Rapid detection of CITES-listed shark fin species 
by loop-mediated isothermal amplification assay with potential for field use. Scientific Reports 10(1),  
4455.

Cahill, A.E., Pearman, J.K., Borja, A., Carugati, L., Carvalho, S., Danovaro, R., Dashfield, S., David, R., Féral, 
J., Olenin, S., Šiaulys, A., Somerfield, P.J., Trayanova, A., Uyarra, M.C. & Chenuil, A. 2018. A compara-
tive analysis of metabarcoding and morphology‐based identification of benthic communities across dif-
ferent regional seas. Ecology and Evolution 8(17), 8908–8920.

Callahan, B.J., McMurdie, P.J., Rosen, M.J., Han, A.W., Johnson, A.J.A. & Holmes, S.P. 2016. DADA2: High-
resolution sample inference from Illumina amplicon data. Nature Methods 13(7), 581–583.

Carbayo, F. & Marques, A.C. 2011. The costs of describing the entire animal kingdom. Trends in Ecology & 
Evolution 26(4), 154–155.



314

YIN CHEONG ADEN IP ET AL.

Carvalho, S., Aylagas, E., Villalobos, R., Kattan, Y., Berumen, M. & Pearman, J.K. 2019. Beyond the visual: 
Using metabarcoding to characterize the hidden reef cryptobiome. Proceedings of the Royal Society B 
286(1896), 20182697.

Castro, C.J., Marine, R.L., Ramos, E. & Ng, T.F.F. 2020. The effect of variant interference on de novo assembly 
for viral deep sequencing. BMC Genomics 21(1), 421.

Ceballos, G., Ehrlich, P.R. & Raven, P.H. 2020. Vertebrates on the brink as indicators of biological annihilation 
and the sixth mass extinction. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 
America 117(24), 13596–13602.

Chang, J.J.M., Ip, Y.C.A., Bauman, A.G. & Huang, D. 2020a. MinION-in-ARMS: Nanopore sequencing to 
expedite barcoding of specimen-rich macrofaunal samples from autonomous reef monitoring structures. 
Frontiers in Marine Science 7, 448.

Chang, J.J.M., Ip, Y.C.A., Cheng, L., Kunning, I., Mana, R.R., Wainwright, B.J. & Huang, D. 2022a. 
High-throughput sequencing for life-history sorting and for bridging reference sequences in marine 
Gerromorpha (Insecta: Heteroptera). Insect Systematics and Diversity 6(1), 1.

Chang, J.J.M., Ip, Y.C.A. & Huang, D. 2022b. Complete mitochondrial genome of the feather star Cenometra 
bella (Hartlaub, 1890) (Crinoidea: Colobometridae). Mitochondrial DNA Part B 7(6), 950–952.

Chang, J.J.M., Ip, Y.C.A., Ng, C.S.L. & Huang, D. 2020b. Takeaways from mobile DNA barcoding with 
BentoLab and MinION. Genes 11(10), 1121.

Chiarello, M., McCauley, M., Villéger, S. & Jackson, C.R. 2022. Ranking the biases: The choice of OTUs vs. 
ASVs in 16S rRNA amplicon data analysis has stronger effects on diversity measures than rarefaction 
and OTU identity threshold. PLoS One 17(2), e0264443.

Cholet, F., Lisik, A., Agogué, H., Ijaz, U.Z., Pineau, P., Lachaussée, N. & Smith, C.J. 2022. Ecological obser-
vations based on functional gene sequencing are sensitive to the amplicon processing method. mSphere 
7(4), e00324-22.

Choo, M.Y., Choy, C.P.P., Ip, Y.C.A., Rao, M. & Huang, D. 2021. Diversity and origins of giant guitarfish 
and wedgefish products in Singapore. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems 31(7), 
1636–1649.

Collins, R.A. & Cruickshank, R.H. 2013. The seven deadly sins of DNA barcoding. Molecular Ecology 
Resources 13(6), 969–975.

Compson, Z.G., McClenaghan, B., Singer, G.A., Fahner, N.A. & Hajibabaei, M. 2020. Metabarcoding from 
microbes to mammals: Comprehensive bioassessment on a global scale. Frontiers in Ecology and 
Evolution 8, 581835.

Cordier, T., Lanzén, A., Apothéloz-Perret-Gentil, L., Stoeck, T. & Pawlowski, J. 2019. Embracing environmen-
tal genomics and machine learning for routine biomonitoring. Trends in Microbiology 27(5), 387–397.

Costello, M.J., May, R.M. & Stork, N.E. 2013. Can we name Earth’s species before they go extinct? Science 
339(6118), 413–416.

Creer, S., Deiner, K., Frey, S., Porazinska, D., Taberlet, P., Kelley Thomas, W., Potter, C. & Bik, H.M. 2016. 
The ecologist’s field guide to sequence‐based identification of biodiversity. Methods in Ecology and 
Evolution 7(9), 1008–1018.

Cristescu, M.E. 2019. Can environmental RNA revolutionize biodiversity science? Trends in Ecology & 
Evolution 34(8), 694–697.

Cruaud, P., Rasplus, J.-Y., Rodriguez, L.J. & Cruaud, A. 2017. High-throughput sequencing of multiple ampli-
cons for barcoding and integrative taxonomy. Scientific Reports 7, 41948.

Czachur, M.V., Seymour, M., Creer, S. & von der Heyden, S. 2022. Novel insights into marine fish biodi-
versity across a pronounced environmental gradient using replicated environmental DNA analyses. 
Environmental DNA 4(1), 181–190.

Davidson, L.N.K. & Dulvy, N.K. 2017. Global marine protected areas to prevent extinctions. Nature Ecology 
& Evolution 1(2), 40.

de Souza, L.S., Godwin, J.C., Renshaw, M.A. & Larson, E. 2016. Environmental DNA (eDNA) detection prob-
ability is influenced by seasonal activity of organisms. PLoS One 11(10), e0165273.

Deagle, B.E., Jarman, S.N., Coissac, E., Pompanon, F. & Taberlet, P. 2014. DNA metabarcoding and the cyto-
chrome c oxidase subunit I marker: Not a perfect match. Biology Letters 10(9), 20140562.

Deiner, K., Bik, H.M., Mächler, E., Seymour, M., Lacoursière‐Roussel, A., Altermatt, F., Creer, S., Bista, I., 
Lodge, D.M., de Vere, N., Pfrender, M.E. & Bernatchez, L. 2017. Environmental DNA metabarcoding: 
Transforming how we survey animal and plant communities. Molecular Ecology 26(21), 5872–5895.

http://40.de
http://40.de


315

ADVANCEMENT AND INTEGRATION OF ‘BIOMONITORING 2.0’

DeSalle, R.O.B. 2006. Species discovery versus species identification in DNA barcoding efforts: Response to 
Rubinoff. Conservation Biology 20(5), 1545–1547.

deWitt, P. & deWitt, C.A. 2008. Research article: How long does it take to prepare an environmental impact 
statement? Environmental Practice 10(4), 164–174.

Di Muri, C., Lawson Handley, L., Bean, C.W., Li, J., Peirson, G., Sellers, G.S., Walsh, K., Watson, H.V., 
Winfield, I.J. & Hänfling, B. 2020. Read counts from environmental DNA (eDNA) metabarcoding reflect 
fish abundance and biomass in drained ponds. Metabarcoding and Metagenomics 4, 97–112.

DiBattista, J.D., Reimer, J.D., Stat, M., Masucci, G.D., Biondi, P., De Brauwer, M. & Bunce, M. 2019. Digging 
for DNA at depth: Rapid universal metabarcoding surveys (RUMS) as a tool to detect coral reef biodiver-
sity across a depth gradient. PeerJ 7, e6379.

Dirzo, R., Young, H.S., Galetti, M., Ceballos, G., Isaac, N.J.B. & Collen, B. 2014. Defaunation in the 
Anthropocene. Science 345(6195), 401–406.

Djurhuus, A., Pitz, K., Sawaya, N.A., Rojas‐Márquez, J., Michaud, B., Montes, E., Muller‐Karger, F. & 
Breitbart, M. 2018. Evaluation of marine zooplankton community structure through environmental DNA 
metabarcoding. Limnology and Oceanography: Methods 16(4), 209–221.

Dohm, J.C., Peters, P., Stralis-Pavese, N. & Himmelbauer, H. 2020. Benchmarking of long-read correction 
methods. NAR Genomics and Bioinformatics 2(2), lqaa037.

Doi, H., Watanabe, T., Nishizawa, N., Saito, T., Nagata, H., Kameda, Y., Maki, N., Ikeda, K. & Fukuzawa, T. 
2021. On‐site environmental DNA detection of species using ultrarapid mobile PCR. Molecular Ecology 
Resources 21(7), 2364–2368.

Drew, L.W. 2011. Are we losing the science of taxonomy? As need grows, numbers and training are failing to 
keep up. BioScience 61(12), 942–946.

Dufresne, Y., Lejzerowicz, F., Perret-Gentil, L.A., Pawlowski, J. & Cordier, T. 2019. SLIM: A flexible web appli-
cation for the reproducible processing of environmental DNA metabarcoding data. BMC Bioinformatics 
20(1), 1–6.

Dugal, L., Thomas, L., Wilkinson, S.P., Richards, Z.T., Alexander, J.B., Adam, A.A., Kennington, W.J., Jarman, 
S., Ryan, N.M., Bunce, M. & Gilmour, J.P. 2022. Coral monitoring in northwest Australia with environ-
mental DNA metabarcoding using a curated reference database for optimized detection. Environmental 
DNA 4(1), 63–76.

Edgar, R.C. 2016a. SINTAX: A simple non-Bayesian taxonomy classifier for 16S and ITS sequences. BioRxiv, 
074161, doi:10.1101/074161.

Edgar, R.C. 2016b. UNOISE2: Improved error-correction for Illumina 16S and ITS amplicon sequencing. 
BioRxiv, 081257, doi:10.1101/081257

Ekrem, T., Willassen, E. & Stur, E. 2007. A comprehensive DNA sequence library is essential for identification 
with DNA barcodes. Molecular Phylogenetics and Evolution 43(2), 530–542.

Ely, T., Barber, P.H., Man, L. & Gold, Z. 2021. Short-lived detection of an introduced vertebrate eDNA signal 
in a nearshore rocky reef environment. PLoS One 16(6), e0245314.

Eren, A.M., Maignien, L., Sul, W.J., Murphy, L.G., Grim, S.L., Morrison, H.G. & Sogin, M.L. 2013. 
Oligotyping: Differentiating between closely related microbial taxa using 16S rRNA gene data. Methods 
in Ecology and Evolution 4(12), 1111–1119.

Escudié, F., Auer, L., Bernard, M., Mariadassou, M., Cauquil, L., Vidal, K., Maman, S., Hernandez-Raquet, 
G., Combes, S. & Pascal, G. 2018. FROGS: Find, rapidly, OTUs with galaxy solution. Bioinformatics 
34(8), 1287–1294.

Evans, N.T., Olds, B.P., Renshaw, M.A., Turner, C.R., Li, Y., Jerde, C.L., Mahon, A.R., Pfrender, M.E., 
Lamberti, G.A. & Lodge, D.M. 2016. Quantification of mesocosm fish and amphibian species diversity 
via environmental DNA metabarcoding. Molecular Ecology Resources 16(1), 29–41.

Ewing, B., Hillier, L., Wendl, M.C. & Green, P. 1998. Base-calling of automated sequencer traces using phred. 
I. Accuracy assessment. Genome Research 8(3), 175–185.

Farrell, J.A., Whitmore, L. & Duffy, D.J. 2021. The promise and pitfalls of environmental DNA and RNA 
approaches for the monitoring of human and animal pathogens from aquatic sources. BioScience 71(6), 
609–625.

Ficetola, G.F., Pansu, J., Bonin, A., Coissac, E., Giguet‐Covex, C., De Barba, M., Gielly, L., Lopes, C.M., 
Boyer, F., Pompanon, F., Rayé, G. & Taberlet, P. 2015. Replication levels, false presences and the esti-
mation of the presence/absence from eDNA metabarcoding data. Molecular Ecology Resources 15(3), 
543–556.

https://doi.org/10.1101/074161
https://doi.org/10.1101/081257


316

YIN CHEONG ADEN IP ET AL.

Folmer O, Black M, Hoeh W, Lutz R, Vrijenhoek R 1994 DNA primers for amplification of mitochondrial 
cytochrome c oxidase subunit I from diverse metazoan invertebrates. Molecular Marine Biology and 
Biotechnology 3(5), 294–299.

Fonseca, V.G. 2018. Pitfalls in relative abundance estimation using Edna metabarcoding. Molecular Ecology 
Resources 18(5), 923–926.

Fonseca, V.G., Kirse, A., Giebner, H., Vause, B.J., Drago, T., Power, D.M., Peck, L.S. & Clark, M.S. 2022. 
Metabarcoding the Antarctic Peninsula biodiversity using a multi-gene approach. ISME Communications 
2(1), 1–11.

Friberg, N., Bonada, N., Bradley, D.C., Dunbar, M.J., Edwards, F.K., Grey, J., Hayes, R.B., Hildrew, A.G., 
Lamouroux, N., Trimmer, M. & Woodward, G. 2011. Biomonitoring of human impacts in freshwater 
ecosystems: The good, the bad and the ugly. In Advances in Ecological Research, G. Woodward (ed.). 
London: Academic Press, 44, 1–68.

Furlan, E.M., Gleeson, D., Hardy, C.M. & Duncan, R.P. 2016. A framework for estimating the sensitivity of 
eDNA surveys. Molecular Ecology Resources 16(3), 641–654.

Gaither, M.R., DiBattista, J.D., Leray, M. & von der Heyden, S. 2022. Metabarcoding the marine environment: 
From single species to biogeographic patterns. Environmental DNA 4(1), 3–8.

Garlapati, D., Charankumar, B., Ramu, K., Madeswaran, P. & Murthy, R. 2019. A review on the applications 
and recent advances in environmental DNA (eDNA) metagenomics. Reviews in Environmental Science 
and Bio/Technology 18(3), 389–411.

Gielings, R., Fais, M., Fontaneto, D., Creer, S., Costa, F.O., Renema, W. & Macher, J.N. 2021. DNA metabar-
coding methods for the study of marine benthic meiofauna. Frontiers in Marine Science 8, 1429.

Giroux, M.S., Reichman, J.R., Langknecht, T., Burgess, R.M. & Ho, K.T. 2022. Environmental RNA as a tool 
for marine community biodiversity assessments. Scientific Reports 12(1), 1–13.

Glassman, S.I. & Martiny, J.B. 2018. Broadscale ecological patterns are robust to use of exact sequence vari-
ants versus operational taxonomic units. mSphere 3(4), e00148-18.

Gold, Z., Curd, E.E., Goodwin, K.D., Choi, E.S., Frable, B.W., Thompson, A.R., Walker Jr, H.J., Burton, R.S., 
Kacev, D., Martz, L.D. & Barber, P.H. 2021. Improving metabarcoding taxonomic assignment: A case 
study of fishes in a large marine ecosystem. Molecular Ecology Resources 21(7), 2546–2564.

Gold, Z., Wall, A.R., Schweizer, T.M., Pentcheff, N.D., Curd, E.E., Barber, P.H., Meyer, R.S., Wayne, R., 
Stolzenbach, K., Prickett, K., Luedy, J. & Wetzer, R. 2022. A manager’s guide to using eDNA metabar-
coding in marine ecosystems. PeerJ 10, e14071.

Goldberg, C.S., Turner, C.R., Deiner, K., Klymus, K.E., Thomsen, P.F., Murphy, M.A., Spear S.F., McKee, A., 
Oyler-McCance, S.J., Cornman, R.S., Laramie, M.B., Mahon, A.R., Lance, R.F., Pilliod, D.S., Strickler, 
K.M., Waits, L.P., Fremier, A.K., Takahara, T., Herder, J.E. & Taberlet, P. 2016. Critical considerations 
for the application of environmental DNA methods to detect aquatic species. Methods in Ecology and 
Evolution 7(11), 1299–1307.

Goldstein, P.Z. & DeSalle, R. 2011. Integrating DNA barcode data and taxonomic practice: Determination, 
discovery, and description. Bioessays 33(2), 135–147.

Grant, D.M., Brodnicke, O.B., Evankow, A.M., Ferreira, A.O., Fontes, J.T., Hansen, A.K., Jensen, M.R., 
Kalaycı, T.B.E., Leeper, A., Patil, S.K., Prati, S., Reunamo, A., Roberts, A.J., Shigdel, R., Tyukosova, V., 
Bendiksby, M., Blaalid, R., Costa, F.O., Hollingsworth, P.M., Stur, E. & Ekrem, T. 2021. The future of 
DNA barcoding: Reflections from early career researchers. Diversity 13(7), 313.

Greco, M., Lejzerowicz, F., Reo, E., Caruso, A., Maccotta, A., Coccioni, R., Pawlowski, J. & Frontalini, F. 
2022. Environmental RNA outperforms eDNA metabarcoding in assessing impact of marine pollution: 
A chromium-spiked mesocosm test. Chemosphere 298, 134239.

Guillou, L., Bachar, D., Audic, S., Bass, D., Berney, C., Bittner, L., Boutte, C., Burgaud, G., de Vargas, C., 
Decelle, J., del Campo, J., Dolan, J.R., Dunthorn, M., Edvardsen, B., Holzmann, M., Kooistra, W.H.C.F., 
Lara, E., Le Bescot, N., Logares, R., Mahé, F., Massana, R., Mar & Christen, R. 2012. The Protist 
Ribosomal Reference database (PR2): A catalog of unicellular eukaryote small sub-unit rRNA sequences 
with curated taxonomy. Nucleic Acids Research 41(D1), D597–D604.

Günther, B., Marre, S., Defois, C., Merzi, T., Blanc, P., Peyret, P. & Arnaud‐Haond, S. 2022. Capture by 
hybridization for full‐length barcode‐based eukaryotic and prokaryotic biodiversity inventories of deep 
sea ecosystems. Molecular Ecology Resources 22(2), 623–637.

Hahn, E.E., Alexander, M.R., Grealy, A., Stiller, J., Gardiner, D.M. & Holleley, C.E. 2022. Unlocking inacces-
sible historical genomes preserved in formalin. Molecular Ecology Resources 22(6), 2130–2147.



317

ADVANCEMENT AND INTEGRATION OF ‘BIOMONITORING 2.0’

Hajibabaei, M., Porter, T.M., Wright, M. & Rudar, J. 2019. COI metabarcoding primer choice affects richness 
and recovery of indicator taxa in freshwater systems. PLoS One 14(9), e0220953.

Hajibabaei, M., Singer, G.A., Hebert, P.D. & Hickey, D.A. 2007. DNA barcoding: How it complements tax-
onomy, molecular phylogenetics and population genetics. Trends in Genetics 23(4), 167–172.

Hampton, S.E., Strasser, C.A., Tewksbury, J.J., Gram, W.K., Budden, A.E., Batcheller, A.L., Duke, C.S. & Porter, 
J.H. 2013. Big data and the future of ecology. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 11(3), 156–162.

Hansen, B.K., Jacobsen, M.W., Middelboe, A.L., Preston, C.M., Marin, R., Bekkevold, D., Knudsen, S.W., 
Møller, P.R. & Nielsen, E.E. 2020. Remote, autonomous real-time monitoring of environmental DNA 
from commercial fish. Scientific Reports 10(1), 1–8.

Harrison, J.B., Sunday, J.M. & Rogers, S.M. 2019. Predicting the fate of eDNA in the environment and implica-
tions for studying biodiversity. Proceedings of the Royal Society B 286(1915), 20191409.

Havermans, C., Dischereit, A., Pantiukhin, D., Friedrich, M. & Murray, A. 2022. Environmental DNA in an 
ocean of change: Status, challenges and prospects. Unpublished Thesis. Universidade Federal Do Ceara.

He, X., Sutherland, T.F., Pawlowski, J. & Abbott, C.L. 2019. Responses of foraminifera communities to 
aquaculture‐derived organic enrichment as revealed by environmental DNA metabarcoding. Molecular 
Ecology 28(5), 1138–1153.

Heather, J.M. & Chain, B. 2016. The sequence of sequencers: The history of sequencing DNA. Genomics 
107(1), 1–8.

Hebert, P.D.N., Cywinska, A., Ball, S.L. & deWaard, J.R. 2003. Biological identifications through DNA bar-
codes. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences 270(1512), 313–321.

Hering, D., Borja, A., Jones, J.I., Pont, D., Boets, P., Bouchez, A., Bruce, K., Drakare, S., Hänfling, B., 
Kahlert, M., Leese, F., Meissner, K., Mergen, P., Reyjol, Y., Segurado, P., Vogler, A. & Kelly, M. 2018. 
Implementation options for DNA-based identification into ecological status assessment under the 
European Water Framework Directive. Water Research 138, 192–205.

Hermosillo-Núñez, B.B., Ortiz, M. & Rodríguez-Zaragoza, F.A. 2018. Keystone species complexes in kelp 
forest ecosystems along the northern Chilean coast (SE Pacific): Improving multispecies management 
strategies. Ecological Indicators 93, 1101–1111.

Hleap, J.S., Littlefair, J.E., Steinke, D., Hebert, P.D. & Cristescu, M.E. 2021. Assessment of current taxonomic 
assignment strategies for metabarcoding eukaryotes. Molecular Ecology Resources, 21(7), 2190–2203.

Holley, R.W., Apgar, J., Everett, G.A., Madison, J.T., Marquisee, M., Merrill, S.H., Penswick, J.R. & Zamir, A. 
1965. Structure of a ribonucleic acid. Science 147(3664), 1462–1465.

Hopkins, G.W. & Freckleton, R.P. 2002. Declines in the numbers of amateur and professional taxonomists: 
Implications for conservation. Animal Conservation Forum 5(3), 245–249.

Hoshino, T., Nakao, R. & Minamoto, T. 2021. Simultaneous absolute quantification and sequencing of fish 
environmental DNA in a mesocosm by quantitative sequencing technique. Scientific Reports 11(1), 1–9.

Huang, D., Meier, R., Todd, P.A. & Chou, L.M. 2008. Slow mitochondrial COI sequence evolution at the base 
of the metazoan tree and its implications for DNA barcoding. Journal of Molecular Evolution 66(2), 
167–174.

Hudson, M.E. 2008. Sequencing breakthroughs for genomic ecology and evolutionary biology. Molecular 
Ecology Resources 8(1), 3–17.

Huggins, L.G., Koehler, A.V., Schunack, B., Inpankaew, T. & Traub, R.J. 2020. A host-specific blocking primer 
combined with optimal DNA extraction improves the detection capability of a metabarcoding protocol 
for canine vector-borne bacteria. Pathogens 9(4), 258.

Hunter, M.E., Ferrante, J.A., Meigs-Friend, G. & Ulmer, A. 2019. Improving eDNA yield and inhibitor reduc-
tion through increased water volumes and multi-filter isolation techniques. Scientific Reports 9(1), 1–9.

Ikert, H., Lynch, M.D., Doxey, A.C., Giesy, J.P., Servos, M.R., Katzenback, B.A. & Craig, P.M. 2021. High 
throughput sequencing of microRNA in rainbow trout plasma, mucus, and surrounding water following 
acute stress. Frontiers in Physiology 11, 1821.

Ip, Y.C.A., Chang, J.J.M., Lim, K.P.K., Jaafar, Z., Wainwright, B.J. & Huang, D. 2021a. Seeing through sedi-
mented waters: Environmental DNA reduces the phantom diversity of sharks and rays in turbid marine 
habitats. BMC Ecology and Evolution 21(1), 166.

Ip, Y.C.A., Chang, J.J.M., Oh, R.M., Quek, Z.B.R., Chan, Y.K.S., Bauman, A.G. & Huang, D. 2022b. Seq’and 
ARMS shall find: DNA (meta) barcoding of autonomous reef monitoring structures across the tree 
of life uncovers hidden cryptobiome of tropical urban coral reefs. Molecular Ecology, doi:10.1111/
mec.16568

https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.16568
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.16568


318

YIN CHEONG ADEN IP ET AL.

Ip, Y.C.A., Chang, J.J.M., Tun, K., Meier, R & Huang, D. 2022a. Multispecies environmental DNA metabar-
coding sheds light on annual coral spawning events. Molecular Ecology, doi:10.1111/mec.16621

Ip, Y.C.A., Tay, Y.C., Chang, J.J.M., Ang, H.P., Tun, K., Chou, L.M., Huang, D. & Meier, R. 2021b. Seeking 
life in sedimented waters: Environmental DNA from diverse habitat types reveals ecologically significant 
species in Singapore’s tropical marine environment. Environmental DNA 3(3), 654–668.

Ip, Y.C.A., Tay, Y.C., Gan, S.X., Ang, H.P., Tun, K., Chou, L.M., Huang D. & Meier, R. 2019. From marine park 
to future genomic observatory? Enhancing marine biodiversity assessments using a biocode approach. 
Biodiversity Data Journal 7, e46833.

IPBES, 2019. Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services of the Intergovernmental 
Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. Bonn: IPBES Secretariat.

Isaac, N.J.B., Mallet, J. & Mace, G.M. 2004. Taxonomic inflation: Its influence on macroecology and conserva-
tion. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 19(9), 464–469.

Jeunen, G.J., Lamare, M.D., Knapp, M., Spencer, H.G., Taylor, H.R., Stat, M., Bunce, M. & Gemmell, N.J. 
2020. Water stratification in the marine biome restricts vertical environmental DNA (eDNA) signal dis-
persal. Environmental DNA 2(1), 99–111.

Ji, Y., Huotari, T., Roslin, T., Schmidt, N.M., Wang, J., Yu, D.W. & Ovaskainen, O. 2020. SPIKEPIPE: A 
metagenomic pipeline for the accurate quantification of eukaryotic species occurrences and intraspe-
cific abundance change using DNA barcodes or mitogenomes. Molecular Ecology Resources 20(1),  
256–267.

Jo, T., Takao, K. & Minamoto, T. 2022a. Linking the state of environmental DNA to its application for biomoni-
toring and stock assessment: Targeting mitochondrial/nuclear genes, and different DNA fragment lengths 
and particle sizes. Environmental DNA 4(2), 271–283.

Jo, T., Tsuri, K., Hirohara, T. & Yamanaka, H. 2022b. Warm temperature and alkaline conditions accelerate 
environmental RNA degradation. Environmental DNA, doi:10.1002/edn3.334

Kagzi, K., Hechler, R.M., Fussmann, G.F. & Cristescu, M.E. 2022. Environmental RNA degrades more rapidly 
than environmental DNA across a broad range of pH conditions. Molecular Ecology Resources 22(7), 
2640–2650.

Kang, Y., Kwak, I.S. & Kang, C.K. 2022. Co-occurrence of Bacillariophyceae-based-and Cryptophyceae-based 
planktonic food webs in a temperate estuarine ecosystem revealed via eDNA. Estuarine, Coastal and 
Shelf Science 264, 107661.

Keck, F. & Altermatt, F. 2022. Management of DNA reference libraries for barcoding and metabarcoding stud-
ies with the R package refdb. Molecular Ecology Resources 23(2), 511–518.

Kelly, R.P. 2016. Making environmental DNA count [Review of Making environmental DNA count]. Molecular 
Ecology Resources 16(1), 10–12.

Kelly, R.P., Port, J.A., Yamahara, K.M., Martone, R.G., Lowell, N., Thomsen, P.F., Mach, M.E., Bennett, M., 
Prahler, E., Caldwell, M.R. & Crowder, L.B. 2014. Environmental monitoring. Harnessing DNA to 
improve environmental management. Science 344(6191), 1455–1456.

Kimmerling, N., Zuqert, O., Amitai, G., Gurevich, T., Armoza-Zvuloni, R., Kolesnikov, I., Berenshtein, I., 
Melamed, S., Gilad, S., Benjamin, S., Rivlin, A., Ohavia, M., Paris, C.B., Holzman, R., Kiflawi, M. & 
Sorek, R. 2018. Quantitative species-level ecology of reef fish larvae via metabarcoding. Nature Ecology 
& Evolution 2(2), 306–316.

Klunder, L., van Bleijswijk, J.D., Kleine Schaars, L., van Der Veer, H.W., Luttikhuizen, P.C. & Bijleveld, A.I. 
2022. Quantification of marine benthic communities with metabarcoding. Molecular Ecology Resources 
22(3), 1043–1054.

Krehenwinkel, H., Pomerantz, A., Henderson, J.B., Kennedy, S.R., Lim, J.Y., Swamy, V., Shoobridge, J.D., 
Graham, N., Patel, N.H., Gillespie, R.G. & Prost, S. 2019. Nanopore sequencing of long ribosomal DNA 
amplicons enables portable and simple biodiversity assessments with high phylogenetic resolution across 
broad taxonomic scale. GigaScience 8(5), giz006.

Kwong, S.L., Villacorta-Rath, C., Doyle, J. & Uthicke, S. 2021. Quantifying shedding and degradation rates 
of environmental DNA (eDNA) from Pacific crown-of-thorns seastar (Acanthaster cf. solaris). Marine 
Biology 168(6), 1–10.

Lamb, P.D., Hunter, E., Pinnegar, J.K., Creer, S., Davies, R.G. & Taylor, M.I. 2019. How quantitative is metab-
arcoding: A meta‐analytical approach. Molecular Ecology 28(2), 420–430.

Langmead, B. & Nellore, A. 2018. Cloud computing for genomic data analysis and collaboration. Nature 
Reviews Genetics 19(4), 208–219.

https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.16621
https://doi.org/10.1002/edn3.334


319

ADVANCEMENT AND INTEGRATION OF ‘BIOMONITORING 2.0’

Laporte, M., Reny‐Nolin, E., Chouinard, V., Hernandez, C., Normandeau, E., Bougas, B., Côté, C., Behmel, S. 
& Bernatchez, L. 2021. Proper environmental DNA metabarcoding data transformation reveals temporal 
stability of fish communities in a dendritic river system. Environmental DNA 3(5), 1007–1022.

Larson, E.R., Graham, B.M., Achury, R., Coon, J.J., Daniels, M.K., Gambrell, D.K., Jonasen, K.L., King, 
G.D., LaRacuente, N., Perrin-Stowe, T.I., Reed, E.M., Rice, C.J., Ruzi, S.A., Thairu, M.W., Wilson, J.C. 
& Suarez, A.V. 2020. From eDNA to citizen science: Emerging tools for the early detection of invasive 
species. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 18(4), 194–202.

Latz, M.A., Grujcic, V., Brugel, S., Lycken, J., John, U., Karlson, B., Andersson, A. & Andersson, A.F. 2022. 
Short‐and long‐read metabarcoding of the eukaryotic rRNA operon: Evaluation of primers and compari-
son to shotgun metagenomics sequencing. Molecular Ecology Resources.

Lawson Handley, L., Read, D.S., Winfield, I.J., Kimbell, H., Johnson, H., Li, J., Hahn, C., Blackman, R., 
Wilcox, R., Donnelly, R., Szitenberg, A. & Hänfling, B. 2019. Temporal and spatial variation in distribu-
tion of fish environmental DNA in England’s largest lake. Environmental DNA 1(1), 26–39.

Leray, M. & Knowlton, N. 2015. DNA barcoding and metabarcoding of standardized samples reveal patterns 
of marine benthic diversity. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 
America 112(7), 2076–2081.

Leray, M., Knowlton, N., Ho, S.L., Nguyen, B.N. & Machida, R.J. 2019. GenBank is a reliable resource for 
21st century biodiversity research. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States 
of America 116(45), 22651–22656.

Leray, M., Knowlton, N. & Machida, R.J. 2022. MIDORI2: A collection of quality controlled, preformat-
ted, and regularly updated reference databases for taxonomic assignment of eukaryotic mitochondrial 
sequences. Environmental DNA 4(4), 894–907.

Leray, M., Yang, J.Y., Meyer, C.P., Mills, S.C., Agudelo, N., Ranwez, V., Boehm, J.T. & Machida, R.J. 2013. 
A new versatile primer set targeting a short fragment of the mitochondrial COI region for metabarcod-
ing metazoan diversity: Application for characterizing coral reef fish gut contents. Frontiers in Zoology 
10(1), 1–14.

Li, W., Hou, X., Xu, C., Qin, M., Wang, S., Wei, L., Wang, Y., Liu, X. & Li, Y. 2021. Validating eDNA mea-
surements of the richness and abundance of anurans at a large scale. Journal of Animal Ecology 90(6), 
1466–1479.

Liber, J.A., Bonito, G. & Benucci, G.M.N. 2021. CONSTAX2: Improved taxonomic classification of environ-
mental DNA markers. Bioinformatics 37(21), 3941–3943.

Lim, L.J.W., Loh, J.B.Y., Lim, A.J.S., Tan, B.Y.X., Ip, Y.C.A., Neo, M.L., Tan, R. & Huang, D. 2020. Diversity 
and distribution of intertidal marine species in Singapore. Raffles Bulletin of Zoology 68, 396–403.

Lins, L., Zeppilli, D., Menot, L., Michel, L.N., Bonifácio, P., Brandt, M., Pape, E., Rossel, S., Uhlenkott, K., 
Macheriotou, L., Bezerra, T.N., Sánchez, N., Alfaro-Lucas, J.M., Arbizu, P.M., Kaiser, S., Murakami, C. 
& Vanreusel, A. 2021. Toward a reliable assessment of potential ecological impacts of deep‐sea polyme-
tallic nodule mining on abyssal infauna. Limnology and Oceanography: Methods 19(9), 626–650.

Liu, S., Yang, C., Zhou, C. & Zhou, X. 2017. Filling reference gaps via assembling DNA barcodes using high-
throughput sequencing—moving toward barcoding the world. GigaScience 6(12), gix104.

Lobo, J., Shokralla, S., Costa, M.H., Hajibabaei, M. & Costa, F.O. 2017. DNA metabarcoding for high-through-
put monitoring of estuarine macrobenthic communities. Scientific Reports 7(1), 1–13.

Locatelli, N.S., McIntyre, P.B., Therkildsen, N.O. & Baetscher, D.S. 2020. GenBank’s reliability is uncertain 
for biodiversity researchers seeking species-level assignment for eDNA. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 117(51), 32211–32212.

López-Escardó, D., Paps, J., De Vargas, C., Massana, R., Ruiz-Trillo, I. & Del Campo, J. 2018. Metabarcoding 
analysis on European coastal samples reveals new molecular metazoan diversity. Scientific Reports 8(1), 
1–14.

Macé, B., Hocdé, R., Marques, V., Guerin, P.E., Valentini, A., Arnal, V., Pellissier, L. & Manel, S. 2022. 
Evaluating bioinformatics pipelines for population‐level inference using environmental DNA. 
Environmental DNA.

Macher, T.H., Beermann, A.J. & Leese, F. 2021. TaxonTableTools: A comprehensive, platform‐independent 
graphical user interface software to explore and visualise DNA metabarcoding data. Molecular Ecology 
Resources 21(5), 1705–1714.

Marshall, N.T., Vanderploeg, H.A. & Chaganti, S.R. 2021. Environmental (e) RNA advances the reliability of 
eDNA by predicting its age. Scientific Reports 11(1), 1–11.



320

YIN CHEONG ADEN IP ET AL.

Martijn, J., Lind, A.E., Schön, M.E., Spiertz, I., Juzokaite, L., Bunikis, I., Pettersson, O.V. & Ettema, T.J. 2019. 
Confident phylogenetic identification of uncultured prokaryotes through long read amplicon sequencing 
of the 16S‐ITS‐23S rRNA operon. Environmental Microbiology 21(7), 2485–2498.

Martins, F.M., Porto, M., Feio, M.J., Egeter, B., Bonin, A., Serra, S.R., Taberlet, P. & Beja, P. 2021. Modelling 
technical and biological biases in macroinvertebrate community assessment from bulk preservative using 
multiple metabarcoding markers. Molecular Ecology 30(13), 3221–3238.

Mathon, L., Marques, V., Mouillot, D., Albouy, C., Andrello, M., Baletaud, F., Borrero-Pérez, G.H., Dejean, T., 
Edgar, G.J., Grondin, J., Guerin, P., Hocdé, R., Juhel, J., Kadarusman, Maire, E., Mariani, G., McLean, 
M., Polanco A.F., Pouyaud, L., Stuart-Smith, R.D., Sugeha, H.Y., Valentini, A., Vigliola, L., Vimono, I.B., 
Pellissier, L. & Manel, S. 2022. Cross-ocean patterns and processes in fish biodiversity on coral reefs 
through the lens of eDNA metabarcoding. Proceedings of the Royal Society B 289(1973), 20220162.

Mathon, L., Valentini, A., Guérin, P.E., Normandeau, E., Noel, C., Lionnet, C., Boulanger, E., Thuiller, W., 
Bernatchez, L., Mouillot, D., Dejean, T. & Manel, S. 2021. Benchmarking bioinformatic tools for fast and 
accurate eDNA metabarcoding species identification. Molecular Ecology Resources 21(7), 2565–2579.

Mauffrey, F., Cordier, T., Apothéloz‐Perret‐Gentil, L., Cermakova, K., Merzi, T., Delefosse, M., Blanc, P. & 
Pawlowski, J. 2021. Benthic monitoring of oil and gas offshore platforms in the North Sea using environ-
mental DNA metabarcoding. Molecular Ecology 30(13), 3007–3022.

Mauvisseau, Q., Halfmaerten, D., Neyrinck, S., Burian, A. & Brys, R. 2021. Effects of preservation strategies 
on environmental DNA detection and quantification using ddPCR. Environmental DNA 3(4), 815–822.

McFadden, C.S., Benayahu, Y., Pante, E., Thoma, J.N., Nevarez, P.A. & France, S.C. 2011. Limitations of 
mitochondrial gene barcoding in Octocorallia. Molecular Ecology Resources 11(1), 19–31.

Meier, R., Wong, W., Srivathsan, A., & Foo, M. (2016). $1 DNA barcodes for reconstructing complex phenomes 
and finding rare species in specimen-rich samples. Cladistics, 32(1), 100–110. https://doi.org/10.1111/
cla.12115

Mendez, M.M., Livore, J.P., Márquez, F. & Bigatti, G. 2021. Mass mortality of foundation species on rocky 
shores: Testing a methodology for a continental monitoring program. Frontiers in Marine Science 8, 
620866.

Meyer, C.P. & Paulay, G. 2005. DNA barcoding: Error rates based on comprehensive sampling. PLoS Biology 
3(12), e422.

Miller, S.E. 2007. DNA barcoding and the renaissance of taxonomy. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America 104(12), 4775–4776.

Miya, M., Sado, T., Oka, S.I. & Fukuchi, T. 2022. The use of citizen science in fish eDNA metabarcod-
ing for evaluating regional biodiversity in a coastal marine region: A pilot study. Metabarcoding and 
Metagenomics 6, e80444.

Miya, M., Sato, Y., Fukunaga, T., Sado, T., Poulsen, J.Y., Sato, K., Minamoto, T., Yamamoto, S., Yamanaka, H., 
Araki, H., Kondoh, M. & Iwasaki, W. 2015. MiFish, a set of universal PCR primers for metabarcoding 
environmental DNA from fishes: Detection of more than 230 subtropical marine species. Royal Society 
Open Science 2(7), 150088.

Miyata, K., Inoue, Y., Amano, Y., Nishioka, T., Yamane, M., Kawaguchi, T., Morita, O. & Honda, H. 2021. 
Fish environmental RNA enables precise ecological surveys with high positive predictivity. Ecological 
Indicators 128, 107796.

Monuki, K., Barber, P.H. & Gold, Z. 2021. eDNA captures depth partitioning in a kelp forest ecosystem. PloS 
One 16(11), e0253104.

Mora, C., Tittensor, D.P., Adl, S., Simpson, A.G. & Worm, B. 2011. How many species are there on Earth and 
in the ocean? PLoS Biology 9(8), e1001127.

Mora, C., Wei, C.L., Rollo, A., Amaro, T., Baco, A.R., Billett, D., Bopp, L., Chen, Q., Collier, M., Danovaro, R., 
Gooday, A.J., Grupe, B.M., Halloran, P.R., Ingels, J., Jones, D.O.B., Levin, L.A., Nakano, H., Norling, 
K., Ramirez-Llodra, E., Rex, M., Ruhl, H.A., Smith, C.R., Sweetman, A.K., Thurber, A.R., Tjiputra, 
J.F., Usseglio, P., Watling, L., Wu, T. & Yasuhara, M. 2013. Biotic and human vulnerability to projected 
changes in ocean biogeochemistry over the 21st century. PLoS Biology 11(10), e1001682.

Mousavi‐Derazmahalleh, M., Stott, A., Lines, R., Peverley, G., Nester, G., Simpson, T., Zawierta, M., De La 
Pierre, M., Bunce, M. & Christophersen, C.T. 2021. eDNAFlow, an automated, reproducible and scalable 
workflow for analysis of environmental DNA sequences exploiting Nextflow and Singularity. Molecular 
Ecology Resources 21(5), 1697–1704.

https://doi.org/10.1111/cla.12115
https://doi.org/10.1111/cla.12115


321

ADVANCEMENT AND INTEGRATION OF ‘BIOMONITORING 2.0’

Moushomi, R., Wilgar, G., Carvalho, G., Creer, S. & Seymour, M. 2019. Environmental DNA size sorting and 
degradation experiment indicates the state of Daphnia magna mitochondrial and nuclear eDNA is sub-
cellular. Scientific Reports 9(1), 1–9.

Mustika, P.L.K., Williams, R., Kadarisman, H.P., Purba, A.O., Maharta, I.P.R.F., Rahmadani, D., Faiqoh, E. & 
Dewantama, I.M.I. 2021. A rapid assessment of the marine megafauna biodiversity around South Bali, 
Indonesia. Frontiers in Marine Science 8, 606998.

Nichols, P.K. & Marko, P.B. 2019. Rapid assessment of coral cover from environmental DNA in Hawai’i. 
Environmental DNA 1(1), 40–53.

Nichols, P.K., Timmers, M. & Marko, P.B. 2022. Hide ‘n seq: Direct versus indirect metabarcoding of coral reef 
cryptic communities. Environmental DNA 4(1), 93–107.

Passow, C.N., Kono, T.J., Stahl, B.A., Jaggard, J.B., Keene, A.C. & McGaugh, S.E. 2019. Nonrandom RNAseq 
gene expression associated with RNAlater and flash freezing storage methods. Molecular Ecology 
Resources 19(2), 456–464.

Pawlowski, J., Bruce, K., Panksep, K., Aguirre, F.I., Amalfitano, S., Apothéloz-Perret-Gentil, L., Baussanti, 
T., Bouchezj, A., Carugatik, L., Cermakovac, K., Cordieral, T., Corinaldesim, C., Costano, F.O., 
Danovarok, R., Dell’Annok, A., Duarteno, S., Eisendlep, U., Ferrariq, B.J.D., Frontalinir, F., Frühes, L., 
Haegerbaeumert, A., Kisande, V., Krolickai, A., Lanzénuv, A., Leesew, F., Lejzerowiczx, F., Lyauteyy, E., 
Mačekzaa, I., Sagova-Marečkováab, M., Pearman, J.K., Pochon, X., Stoecks, T., Vivienq, R., Weigand, 
A. & Fazi, S. 2022. Environmental DNA metabarcoding for benthic monitoring: A review of sediment 
sampling and DNA extraction methods. Science of the Total Environment 818, 151783.

Pawlowski, J., Kelly-Quinn, M., Altermatt, F., Apothéloz-Perret-Gentil, L., Beja, P., Boggero, A., Borja, A., 
Bouchez, A., Cordier, T., Domaizon, I., Feio, M.J., Filipe, A.F., Fornaroli, R., Graf, W., Herder, J., van der 
Hoorn, B., Jones, J.I., Sagova-Mareckova, M., Moritz, C., Barquínp, J., Piggott, J.J., Pinnar, M., Rimet, 
F., Rinkevich, B., Sousa-Santos, C., Specchia, V., Trobajo, R., Vasselon, V., Vitecek, S., Zimmerman, 
J., Weigand, A., Leese, F. & Kahlert, M. 2018. The future of biotic indices in the ecogenomic era: 
Integrating (e) DNA metabarcoding in biological assessment of aquatic ecosystems. Science of the Total 
Environment 637, 1295–1310.

Pearman, J.K., Aylagas, E., Voolstra, C.R., Anlauf, H., Villalobos, R. & Carvalho, S. 2019. Disentangling the 
complex microbial community of coral reefs using standardized Autonomous Reef Monitoring Structures 
(ARMS). Molecular Ecology 28(15), 3496–3507.

Pearman, J.K., Chust, G., Aylagas, E., Villarino, E., Watson, J.R., Chenuil, A., Borja, A., Cahill, A.E., Carugati, 
L., Danovaro, R., David, R., Irigoien, X., Mendibil, I., Moncheva, S., Rodríguez-Ezpeleta, N., Uyarra, 
M.C. & Carvalho, S. 2020. Pan‐regional marine benthic cryptobiome biodiversity patterns revealed by 
metabarcoding autonomous reef monitoring structures. Molecular Ecology 29(24), 4882–4897.

Pearman, J.K., Leray, M., Villalobos, R., Machida, R.J., Berumen, M.L., Knowlton, N. & Carvalho, S. 2018. 
Cross-shelf investigation of coral reef cryptic benthic organisms reveals diversity patterns of the hidden 
majority. Scientific Reports 8(1), 1–17.

Pervez, M.T., Abbas, S.H., Moustafa, M.F., Aslam, N. & Shah, S.S.M. 2022. A comprehensive review of per-
formance of next-generation sequencing platforms. BioMed Research International 2022, 3457806.

Piñol, J., Mir, G., Gomez-Polo, P. & Agustí, N. 2015. Universal and blocking primer mismatches limit the 
use of high-throughput DNA sequencing for the quantitative metabarcoding of arthropods. Molecular 
Ecology Resources 15(4), 819–830.

Piñol, J., Senar, M.A. & Symondson, W.O. 2019. The choice of universal primers and the characteristics of the spe-
cies mixture determine when DNA metabarcoding can be quantitative. Molecular Ecology 28(2), 407–419.

Piper, A.M., Batovska, J., Cogan, N.O., Weiss, J., Cunningham, J.P., Rodoni, B.C. & Blacket, M.J. 2019. 
Prospects and challenges of implementing DNA metabarcoding for high-throughput insect surveillance. 
GigaScience 8(8), giz092.

Pochon, X., Zaiko, A., Fletcher, L.M., Laroche, O. & Wood, S.A. 2017. Wanted dead or alive? Using metaba-
rcoding of environmental DNA and RNA to distinguish living assemblages for biosecurity applications. 
PLoS One 12(11), e0187636.

Pomerantz, A., Peñafiel, N., Arteaga, A., Bustamante, L., Pichardo, F., Coloma, L.A., Barrio-Amorós, C.L., 
Salazar-Valenzuela, D. & Prost, S. 2018. Real-time DNA barcoding in a rainforest using nanopore 
sequencing: Opportunities for rapid biodiversity assessments and local capacity building. GigaScience 
7(4), giy033.



322

YIN CHEONG ADEN IP ET AL.

Pomerantz, A., Sahlin, K., Vasiljevic, N., Seah, A., Lim, M., Humble, E., Kennedy, S., Krehenwinkel, H., 
Winter, S., Ogden, R. & Prost, S. 2022. Rapid in situ identification of biological specimens via DNA 
amplicon sequencing using miniaturized laboratory equipment. Nature Protocols, 1–29.

Porco, D., Hermant, S., Purnomo, C.A., Horn, M., Marson, G. & Colling, G. 2022. eDNA-based detection of 
the invasive crayfish Pacifastacus leniusculus in streams with a LAMP assay using dependent replicates 
to gain higher sensitivity. Scientific Reports, 12(1), 1–10.

Porter, T.M. & Hajibabaei, M. 2018a. Automated high throughput animal CO1 metabarcode classification. 
Scientific Reports 8(1), 1–10.

Porter, T.M. & Hajibabaei, M. 2018b. Over 2.5 million COI sequences in GenBank and growing. PloS One 
13(9), e0200177.

Porter, T.M. & Hajibabaei, M. 2018c. Scaling up: A guide to high‐throughput genomic approaches for biodi-
versity analysis. Molecular Ecology 27(2), 313–338.

Quail, M.A., Smith, M., Coupland, P., Otto, T.D., Harris, S.R., Connor, T.R., Bertoni, A., Swerdlow, H.P. & 
Gu, Y. 2012. A tale of three next generation sequencing platforms: Comparison of Ion Torrent, Pacific 
Biosciences and Illumina MiSeq sequencers. BMC Genomics 13(1), 1–13.

Quek, Z.B.R., Chang, J.J.M., Ip, Y.C.A. & Huang, D. 2019. Complete mitochondrial genome of the sea star 
Archaster typicus (Asteroidea: Archasteridae). Mitochondrial DNA Part B 4(2), 3130–3132.

Quek, Z.B.R., Chang, J.J.M., Ip, Y.C.A., Chan, Y.K.S. & Huang, D. 2021. Mitogenomes reveal alternative 
initiation codons and lineage-specific gene order conservation in echinoderms. Molecular Biology and 
Evolution 38(3), 981–985.

R Core Team. 2021. RStudio: Integrated Development for R. Boston, MA: RStudio, Inc. Online. http://www.
rstudio.com. (accessed 10 May 2022).

Rabbani, G., Huang, D. & Wainwright, B.J. 2021. The mycobiome of Pocillopora acuta in Singapore. Coral 
Reefs 40(5), 1419–1427.

Ransome, E., Geller, J.B., Timmers, M., Leray, M., Mahardini, A., Sembiring, A., Collins, A.G. & Meyer, C.P. 
2017. The importance of standardization for biodiversity comparisons: A case study using autonomous 
reef monitoring structures (ARMS) and metabarcoding to measure cryptic diversity on Mo’orea coral 
reefs, French Polynesia. PLoS One 12(4), e0175066.

Ratnasingham, S. & Hebert, P.D. 2007. BOLD: The Barcode of Life Data System (http://www. barcodinglife. 
org). Molecular Ecology Notes 7(3), 355–364.

Raxworthy, C.J. & Smith, B.T. 2021. Mining museums for historical DNA: Advances and challenges in 
museomics. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 36(11), 1049–1060.

Riaz, T., Shehzad, W., Viari, A., Pompanon, F., Taberlet, P. & Coissac, E. 2011. ecoPrimers: Inference of new 
DNA barcode markers from whole genome sequence analysis. Nucleic Acids Research 39(21), e145.

Richards, Z.T., Stat, M., Heydenrych, M. & DiBattista, J.D. 2022. Environmental DNA for biodiversity moni-
toring of coral reefs. In Coral Reef Conservation and Restoration in the Omics Age, M.J.H. van Oppen 
& M.A. Lastra (eds.). Cham: Springer, 203–224.

Rivera, S.F., Rimet, F., Vasselon, V., Vautier, M., Domaizon, I. & Bouchez, A. 2022. Fish eDNA metabarcoding 
from aquatic biofilm samples: Methodological aspects. Molecular Ecology Resources 22(4), 1440–1453.

Rodrigues, A.R., Pellizari, V.H., de Salles Almeida, C., de Sousa, E.C.P., Holzmann, M. & Pawlowski, J. 2021. 
New phylotypes of foraminifera in subtropical Brazilian coastal waters revealed by environmental DNA 
metabarcoding. Journal of Sedimentary Environments 6(1), 13–23.

Rourke, M.L., Fowler, A.M., Hughes, J.M., Broadhurst, M.K., DiBattista, J.D., Fielder, S., Wilkes Walburn, 
J. & Furlan, E.M. 2022. Environmental DNA (eDNA) as a tool for assessing fish biomass: A review of 
approaches and future considerations for resource surveys. Environmental DNA 4(1), 9–33.

Sanger, F., Nicklen, S. & Coulson, A.R. 1977. DNA sequencing with chain-terminating inhibitors. Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 74(12), 5463–5467.

Schloss, P.D. 2021. Amplicon sequence variants artificially split bacterial genomes into separate clusters. 
mSphere 6(4), e00191-21

Schweiss, K.E., Lehman, R.N., Marcus Drymon, J. & Phillips, N.M. 2020. Development of highly sensitive 
environmental DNA methods for the detection of Bull Sharks, Carcharhinus leucas (Müller and Henle, 
1839), using Droplet DigitalTM PCR. Environmental DNA 2(1), 3–12.

Sepulveda, A.J., Nelson, N.M., Jerde, C.L. & Luikart, G. 2020. Are environmental DNA methods ready for 
aquatic invasive species management? Trends in Ecology & Evolution 35(8), 668–678.

http://www.rstudio.com
http://www.rstudio.com
http://www.barcodinglife.org
http://www.barcodinglife.org


323

ADVANCEMENT AND INTEGRATION OF ‘BIOMONITORING 2.0’

Seymour, M., Edwards, F.K., Cosby, B.J., Kelly, M.G., de Bruyn, M., Carvalho, G.R. & Creer, S. 2020. 
Executing multi-taxa eDNA ecological assessment via traditional metrics and interactive networks. 
Science of the Total Environment 729, 138801.

Shendure, J. & Ji, H. 2008. Next-generation DNA sequencing. Nature Biotechnology 26(10), 1135–1145.
Shinzato, C., Narisoko, H., Nishitsuji, K., Nagata, T., Satoh, N. & Inoue, J. 2021. Novel mitochondrial DNA 

markers for scleractinian corals and generic-level environmental DNA metabarcoding. Frontiers in 
Marine Science 8, 1791.

Sigsgaard, E.E., Torquato, F., Frøslev, T.G., Moore, A.B.M., Sørensen, J.M., Range, P., Ben-Hamadou, R., 
Bach, S.S., Møller, P.R. & Thomsen, P.F. 2020. Using vertebrate environmental DNA from seawater in 
biomonitoring of marine habitats. Conservation Biology 34(3), 697–710.

Singer, G.A.C., Fahner, N.A., Barnes, J.G., McCarthy, A. & Hajibabaei, M. 2019. Comprehensive biodiversity 
analysis via ultra-deep patterned flow cell technology: A case study of eDNA metabarcoding seawater. 
Scientific Reports 9(1), 1–12.

Slatko, B.E., Gardner, A.F. & Ausubel, F.M. 2018. Overview of next‐generation sequencing technologies. 
Current Protocols in Molecular Biology 122(1), e59.

Srivathsan, A., Hartop, E., Puniamoorthy, J., Lee, W.T., Kutty, S.N., Kurina, O. & Meier, R. 2019. Rapid, large-
scale species discovery in hyperdiverse taxa using 1D MinION sequencing. BMC Biology 17(1), 1–20.

Steyaert, M., Priestley, V., Osborne, O., Herraiz, A., Arnold, R. & Savolainen, V. 2020. Advances in metaba-
rcoding techniques bring us closer to reliable monitoring of the marine benthos. Journal of Applied 
Ecology 57(11), 2234–2245.

Stoeckle, B.C., Beggel, S., Cerwenka, A.F., Motivans, E., Kuehn, R. & Geist, J. 2017. A systematic approach 
to evaluate the influence of environmental conditions on eDNA detection success in aquatic ecosystems. 
PLoS One 12(12), e0189119.

Stoler, N. & Nekrutenko, A. 2021. Sequencing error profiles of Illumina sequencing instruments. NAR 
Genomics and Bioinformatics 3(1), lqab019.

Sun, Y., Kupriyanova, E.K. & Qiu, J.W. 2012. COI barcoding of hydroides: A road from impossible to difficult. 
Invertebrate Systematics 26(6), 539–547.

Taira, D., Heery, E.C., Loke, L.H., Teo, A., Bauman, A.G. & Todd, P.A. 2020. Ecological engineering across 
organismal scales: Trophic-mediated positive effects of microhabitat enhancement on fishes. Marine 
Ecology Progress Series 656, 181–192.

Thomas, A.C., Nguyen, P.L., Howard, J. & Goldberg, C.S. 2019. A self‐preserving, partially biodegradable 
eDNA filter. Methods in Ecology and Evolution 10(8), 1136–1141.

Thomsen, P.F., Kielgast, J., Iversen, L.L., Møller, P.R., Rasmussen, M. & Willerslev, E. 2012. Detection of a 
diverse marine fish fauna using environmental DNA from seawater samples. PLoS One 7(8), e41732.

Tillotson, M.D., Kelly, R.P., Duda, J.J., Hoy, M., Kralj, J. & Quinn, T.P. 2018. Concentrations of environmen-
tal DNA (eDNA) reflect spawning salmon abundance at fine spatial and temporal scales. Biological 
Conservation 220, 1–11.

Ushio, M., Murakami, H., Masuda, R., Sado, T., Miya, M., Sakurai, S., Yamanaka, H., Minamoto, T. & 
Kondoh, M. 2018. Quantitative monitoring of multispecies fish environmental DNA using high-through-
put sequencing. Metabarcoding and Metagenomics 2, e23297.

Valdivia‐Carrillo, T., Rocha‐Olivares, A., Reyes‐Bonilla, H., Domínguez‐Contreras, J.F. & Munguia‐Vega, A. 
2021. Integrating eDNA metabarcoding and simultaneous underwater visual surveys to describe complex 
fish communities in a marine biodiversity hotspot. Molecular Ecology Resources 21(5), 1558–1574.

Valentini, A., Taberlet, P., Miaud, C., Civade, R., Herder, J., Thomsen, P.F., Bellemain, E., Besnard, A., Coissac, 
E., Boyer, F., Gaboriaud, C., Jean, P., Poulet, N., Roset, N., Copp, G.H., Geniez, P., Pont, D., Argillier, C., 
Baudoin, J., Peroux, T., Crivelli, A.J., Olivier, A., Acqueberge, M., Le Brun, M., Møller, P. R., Willerslev, E. & 
Dejean, T. 2016. Next‐generation monitoring of aquatic biodiversity using environmental DNA metabarcod-
ing. Molecular Ecology 25(4), 929–942.

Van den Bulcke, L., De Backer, A., Ampe, B., Maes, S., Wittoeck, J., Waegeman, W., Hostens, K. & Derycke, 
S. 2021. Towards harmonization of DNA metabarcoding for monitoring marine macrobenthos: The 
effect of technical replicates and pooled DNA extractions on species detection. Metabarcoding and 
Metagenomics 5, e71107.

van der Loos, L.M. & Nijland, R. 2021. Biases in bulk: DNA metabarcoding of marine communities and the 
methodology involved. Molecular Ecology 30(13), 3270–3288.



324

YIN CHEONG ADEN IP ET AL.

van Dijk, E.L., Auger, H., Jaszczyszyn, Y. & Thermes, C. 2014. Ten years of next-generation sequencing tech-
nology. Trends in Genetics 30(9), 418–426.

Vanhove, M.P., Tessens, B., Schoelinck, C., Jondelius, U., Littlewood, D.T.J., Artois, T. & Huyse, T. 2013. 
Problematic barcoding in flatworms: A case-study on monogeneans and rhabdocoels (Platyhelminthes). 
ZooKeys 365, 355–379.

Vasselon, V., Bouchez, A., Rimet, F., Jacquet, S., Trobajo, R., Corniquel, M., Tapolczai, K. & Domaizon, I. 
2018. Avoiding quantification bias in metabarcoding: Application of a cell biovolume correction factor in 
diatom molecular biomonitoring. Methods in Ecology and Evolution 9(4), 1060–1069.

Veilleux, H.D., Misutka, M.D. & Glover, C.N. 2021. Environmental DNA and environmental RNA: Current 
and prospective applications for biological monitoring. Science of the Total Environment 782, 146891.

Vivien, R., Werner, I. & Ferrari, B.J. 2018. Simultaneous preservation of the DNA quality, the community com-
position and the density of freshwater oligochaetes for the development of genetically based biological 
indices. PeerJ 6, e6050.

Von Ammon, U., Wood, S.A., Laroche, O., Zaiko, A., Lavery, S.D., Inglis, G.J. & Pochon, X. 2019. Linking 
environmental DNA and RNA for improved detection of the marine invasive fanworm Sabella spallan-
zanii. Frontiers in Marine Science 6, 621.

Wainwright, B.J., Ip, Y.C.A., Neo, M.L., Chang, J.J.M., Gan, C.Z., Clark-Shen, N., Huang, D. & Rao, M. 
2018. DNA barcoding of traded shark fins, meat and mobulid gill plates in Singapore uncovers numerous 
threatened species. Conservation Genetics 19(6), 1393–1399.

Wang, Q., Garrity, G.M., Tiedje, J.M. & Cole, J.R. 2007. Naive Bayesian classifier for rapid assignment of 
rRNA sequences into the new bacterial taxonomy. Applied and Environmental Microbiology 73(16), 
5261–5267.

Wang, W.Y., Srivathsan, A., Foo, M., Yamane, S.K. & Meier, R. 2018. Sorting specimen‐rich invertebrate 
samples with cost‐effective NGS barcodes: Validating a reverse workflow for specimen processing. 
Molecular Ecology Resources 18(3), 490–501.

Waters, C.N., Zalasiewicz, J., Summerhayes, C., Barnosky, A.D., Poirier, C., Gałuszka, A., Cearreta, A., 
Edgeworth, M., Ellis, E.C., Ellis, M., Jeandel, C., Leinfelder, R., McNeill, J.R., Richter, D.D., Steffen, 
W., Syvitski, J., Vidas, D., Wagreich, M., Williams, M., An, Z., Grinevald, J., Odada, E., Oreskes, N. & 
Wolfe, A.P. 2016. The Anthropocene is functionally and stratigraphically distinct from the Holocene. 
Science 351(6269), aad2622.

Watson, J. D. & Crick, F. H. 1953. Molecular structure of nucleic acids: A structure for deoxyribose nucleic 
acid. Nature 171, 737–738.

West, K., Travers, M.J., Stat, M., Harvey, E.S., Richards, Z.T., DiBattista, J.D., Newman, S.J., Harry, A., 
Skepper, C.L., Heydenrych, M. & Bunce, M. 2021. Large‐scale eDNA metabarcoding survey reveals 
marine biogeographic break and transitions over tropical north‐western Australia. Diversity and 
Distributions 27(10), 1942–1957.

West, K.M., Adam, A.A., White, N., Robbins, W.D., Barrow, D., Lane, A. & T Richards, Z. 2022. The applica-
bility of eDNA metabarcoding approaches for sessile benthic surveying in the Kimberley region, north‐
western Australia. Environmental DNA 4(1), 34–49.

West, K.M., Stat, M., Harvey, E.S., Skepper, C.L., DiBattista, J.D., Richards, Z.T., Travers, M.J., Newman, S.J. 
& Bunce, M. 2020. eDNA metabarcoding survey reveals fine‐scale coral reef community variation across 
a remote, tropical island ecosystem. Molecular Ecology 29(6), 1069–1086.

Williams, K.E., Huyvaert, K.P. & Piaggio, A.J. (2016). No filters, no fridges: a method for preservation of water 
samples for eDNA analysis. BMC Research Notes 9(1), 1–5.

Williams, M.A., Hernandez, C., O’Sullivan, A.M., April, J., Regan, F., Bernatchez, L. & Parle‐McDermott, 
A. 2021. Comparing CRISPR‐Cas and qPCR eDNA assays for the detection of Atlantic salmon (Salmo 
salar L.). Environmental DNA 3(1), 297–304.

Williams, M.A., O’Grady, J., Ball, B., Carlsson, J., de Eyto, E., McGinnity, P., Jennings, E., Regan, F.& Parle‐
McDermott, A. 2019. The application of CRISPR‐Cas for single species identification from environmen-
tal DNA. Molecular Ecology Resources 19(5), 1106–1114.

Wong, J.S., Chan, Y.S., Ng, C.L., Tun, K.P., Darling, E.S. & Huang, D. 2018. Comparing patterns of taxonomic, 
functional and phylogenetic diversity in reef coral communities. Coral Reefs 37(3), 737–750.

Wood, S.A., Biessy, L., Latchford, J.L., Zaiko, A., von Ammon, U., Audrezet, F., Cristescu, M.E. & Pochon, 
X. 2020. Release and degradation of environmental DNA and RNA in a marine system. Science of the 
Total Environment 704, 135314.



325

ADVANCEMENT AND INTEGRATION OF ‘BIOMONITORING 2.0’

WoRMS Editorial Board. 2022. World Register of Marine Species. Online. https://www.marinespecies.org at 
VLIZ (accessed 9 May 2022).

Yates, M.C., Derry, A.M. & Cristescu, M.E. 2021. Environmental RNA: A revolution in ecological resolution? 
Trends in Ecology and Evolution 36, 601–609.

Yates, M.C., Fraser, D.J. & Derry, A.M. 2019. Meta‐analysis supports further refinement of eDNA for monitor-
ing aquatic species‐specific abundance in nature. Environmental DNA 1(1), 5–13.

Yeo, D., Srivathsan, A. & Meier, R. 2020. Longer is not always better: Optimizing barcode length for large-
scale species discovery and identification. Systematic Biology 69(5), 999–1015.

Yip, Z.T., Lim, C.S., Tay, Y.C., Tan, Y.H.J., Beng, S., Tun, K., Teo, S.L.M. & Huang, D. 2021. Environmental 
DNA detection of the invasive mussel Mytella strigata as a surveillance tool. Management of Biological 
Invasions 12(3), 578.

Zaiko, A., von Ammon, U., Stuart, J., Smith, K.F., Yao, R., Welsh, M., Pochon, X. & Bowers, H.A. 2022. 
Assessing the performance and efficiency of environmental DNA/RNA capture methodologies under 
controlled experimental conditions. Methods in Ecology and Evolution 13(7), 1581−1594.

Zainal Abidin, D.H., Lavoué, S., A Rahim, M. & Mohammed Akib, N.A. 2022. Assessing a megadiverse but 
poorly known community of fishes in a tropical mangrove estuary through environmental DNA (eDNA) 
metabarcoding. Scientific Reports 12, 16346.

Zhang, G.K., Chain, F.J.J., Abbott, C.L. & Cristescu, M.E. 2018. Metabarcoding using multiplexed mark-
ers increases species detection in complex zooplankton communities. Evolutionary Applications 11, 
1901–1914.

Zhao, B., van Bodegom, P.M. & Trimbos, K. 2021. The particle size distribution of environmental DNA varies 
with species and degradation. Science of the Total Environment 797, 149175.

Zinger, L., Bonin, A., Alsos, I.G., Bálint, M., Bik, H., Boyer, F., Chariton, A.A., Creer, S., Coissac, E., Deagle, 
B.E., De Barba, M., Dickie, I.A., Dumbrell, A.J., Ficetola, G.F., Fierer, N., Fumagalli, L., Thomas, M., 
Gilbert, P., Jarman, S., Jumpponen, A., Kauserud, H., Orlando, L., Pansu, J., Pawlowski, J., Tedersoo, L., 
Thomsen, P.F., Willerslev, E. & Taberlet, P. 2019. DNA metabarcoding—Need for robust experimental 
designs to draw sound ecological conclusions. Molecular Ecology 28(8), 1857–1862.

Supplementary Materials are provided online at: https://www.routledge.com/ 9781032426969

https://www.marinespecies.org
https://www.routledge.com/ 9781032426969
https://www.marinespecies.org

	Title Page
	Advancing and Integrating ‘Biomonitoring 2.0’ with new Molecular tools for Marine Biodiversity and Ecosystem Assessments



