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coasts: Northern Adriatic Sea (NoAS), Ligurian and 
Northern Tyrrhenian Sea (LNTS), and Sardinian 
Sea (SaS). By combining the information from two 
homologous mitochondrial 12S metabarcodes––i.e., 
Elas02 and Tele02 targeting elasmobranchs and tel-
eosts, respectively––we identified 108 species, over 
60% of which overlapped with those caught by the 
trawl net. We produced an accurate reconstruction 
of fish community composition of the examined 
sites, reflecting differences in species assemblages 
linked with both geographic area and depth range. 
Metaprobe eDNA data consistently returned a biodi-
versity ‘bonus’ mostly consisting of pelagic taxa not 
captured through bottom trawl surveys, including rare 

Abstract Marine biodiversity monitoring in the 
Mediterranean’s increasingly threatened ecosystems 
is crucial for effective ecosystem conservation and 
management. Here, we leveraged the Mediterranean 
International Trawl Survey program (MEDITS) to 
implement eDNA sampling through the recently 
tested ‘metaprobe’ procedure and characterize fish 
assemblages in three separate areas off the Italian 
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and endangered taxa (e.g., elasmobranchs). Over-
all, the spatial characterisation of the assemblages 
across the surveyed areas was better delineated and 
more robust using eDNA metabarcoding than trawl 
data. Our results support the operationalisation of the 
metaprobe as a simple, inexpensive, versatile sam-
pling tool, in association with pre-existing ship sur-
veys, to overcome many of the limitations of marine 
data collection and strengthen marine management.

Keywords Environmental DNA · Fishing 
impacts · Fish communities · Marine biodiversity · 
Mediterranean Sea · Trawl surveys

Introduction

The persistent global increase of human pressure 
on ecosystems is accelerating habitat degradation, 
climate instability, and biodiversity loss across the 
planet (Mooney et  al. 2009), making the quest for 
effective environmental monitoring and resource 
management more urgent than ever. In marine eco-
systems, human impacts not only contribute to cli-
mate change and habitat degradation (He and Silli-
man 2019) but also provokes direct (for target stocks) 
and indirect (through accidental catches) effects on 
populations, species and communities, as a result of 
intense fishing pressure (Myers and Worm 2003; Yan 
et al. 2021).

The Mediterranean Sea is amongst the most 
impacted ecoregions globally, for its geographic char-
acteristics as a semi-enclosed basin, and the high pop-
ulation density along its coasts (Amoroso et al. 2018). 
This is of particular importance as the Mediterranean 
Sea constitutes a global biodiversity hotspot (Myers 
et al. 2000); the Basin hosts ~ 18% of known marine 
species, a quarter of which are endemic (Bianchi 
and Morri 2000; Mouillot et  al. 2011). Nowadays, 
Mediterranean ecosystems are undergoing significant 
transformations, and many species are experienc-
ing population decline or even local extinction due 
to, among others, overfishing (Yan et al. 2021). This 
applies also to several megafaunal taxa accidentally 
by-caught during fishing activities, such as sharks 
and rays, marine mammals, sea turtles and seabirds. 
It is thus crucial to improve management plans to 
reduce fishing bycatch and expand habitat and spe-
cies protection, especially for the most endangered 

ones (Fiorentino and Vitale 2021). However, effective 
marine management requires information on species 
distributions and abundance within ecosystems, but 
data collection from the oceans is still mainly based 
on traditional approaches such as capture-based tech-
niques, hence limiting our understanding of marine 
biotas. In this context, the rise of environmental DNA 
(eDNA) is boosting biodiversity studies and enhanc-
ing our knowledge of species distribution. DNA col-
lected from the environment represents a primary 
source of biological information in different habi-
tats (Sigsgaard et  al. 2020; Thomsen and Willerslev 
2015); it is easier and cheaper to obtain, less inva-
sive and often more accurate than pre-existing meth-
ods based on morphological identification. There is 
growing evidence of the potential implementation 
of eDNA for routine monitoring, and for the collec-
tion of data to inform marine management and pol-
icy decisions (Gilbey et al. 2021). However, a major 
bottleneck preventing broader use of eDNA remains 
the collection and concentration of DNA from large 
water volumes, a complex and time-consuming activ-
ity which requires sterile conditions and tools, ham-
pering its use in scenarios where deck personnel are 
already engaged in other complex operations, such 
as manoeuvring a trawl net. To overcome these limi-
tations, Maiello et  al. (2022) recently developed a 
novel, inexpensive and easy sampling procedure, 
namely the ‘metaprobe’, that passively filtrates seawa-
ter and collects eDNA once placed inside the fishing 
net during trawling. DNA analysis from such samples 
has demonstrated its effectiveness in monitoring catch 
composition from trawlers, while contextually allow-
ing the assessment of communities and ecosystems 
sustaining fishing activities (Maiello et  al. 2023). 
Here, we opportunistically adopted the metaprobe 
sampling procedure at a large regional scale during 
scientific surveys in three distinct Mediterranean geo-
graphical sub-areas: Northern Adriatic Sea (NoAS), 
Ligurian and Northern Tyrrhenian Sea (LNTS), and 
Sardinian Sea (SaS). Using a combination of teleost- 
and elasmobranch-specific metabarcoding markers, 
we first compared the specificity of the two sets of 
primers, examining species assemblages returned by 
the two 12S metabarcodes. Secondly, we compared 
overall metaprobe metabarcoding detections with 
the species identified by the morphological inspec-
tion of net catches. Then, we investigated the accu-
racy of metaprobe data in portraying differences 
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in marine communities linked to sampling area and 
depth and explored the contribution of environmen-
tal gradients to explain the community structure 
returned by eDNA. Finally, for each site separately, 
we evaluated the per-species reads distribution as a 
semi-quantitative measure of abundance (Russo et al. 
2021; Stoeckle et  al. 2021). Our results suggest that 
associating metaprobe metabarcoding during surveys 
aboard scientific vessels has the potential to vastly 
upscale the range of ocean data collection, expand-
ing our knowledge of both taxa targeted by fisher-
ies, and rare and elusive endangered species, such as 
many elasmobranchs. This is of immediate relevance 
for the conservation and management of marine 
environments.

Material and methods

Sampling

Samples were collected in September 2021 from 21 
sites, within the activities of the Mediterranean Inter-
national Trawl Survey (MEDITS) framework, which 
annually generates information on the distribution 
and demographic structure of demersal populations of 
the Mediterranean Sea. Sampling hauls covered three 
areas: six hauls in the LNTS (GSA 9), 10 in the SaS 
(GSA 11), and five in the NoAS (GSA 17) (Fig.  1, 
Table  S1). eDNA was gathered through the passive 
filtration of simple gauze rolls fixed to a 3D-printed 
sampler, the metaprobe (Maiello et  al. 2022), which 
has already been shared with the scientific com-
munity (https:// github. com/ Giuli aMaie llo/ Metap 
robe-2.0). To minimize contamination, we prepared 
‘metaprobe sampling kits’ in a sterile laboratory: 
three sterile gauze rolls were secured with zip-ties 
to each metaprobe, which was then placed in a ster-
ile ziplocked bag. On board the vessel, a metaprobe 
was placed inside the fishing net (codend mesh size 
of 20 mm) before the beginning of the hauls (which 
lasted between 30 and 60 min, over a stretch between 
2 and 6 km). Immediately after the net was hauled on 
board and opened onto the deck, the metaprobe was 
located and processed. Wearing sterile gloves and 
using clean scissors and forceps, two out of the three 
gauze rolls were gathered from the metaprobe and 
stored in separate 50 ml sterile tubes with 99% etha-
nol and silica gel grains respectively. Additionally, 

two clean gauze rolls were opened on board and 
stored as field blanks to monitor the degree of con-
tamination associated with the boat background. 
Samples were frozen at − 20 °C on board and subse-
quently in the laboratory until DNA extraction. Con-
currently, on-board observers determined the species 
composition of each catch by visual inspection of the 
external morphology of the individuals in the net. For 
each site, the overall number of individuals and the 
total biomass of each species were recorded.

Laboratory procedures

DNA was extracted from the gauze rolls using the 
DNeasy Blood and Tissue Kit (Qiagen), following a 
slightly modified version of the Purification of Total 
DNA from Animal Tissues protocol. A small sec-
tion (~ 2 × 2 cm) of each roll was cut into small pieces 
and then the remaining gauze was stored in the origi-
nal 50 ml tube at − 20 °C. The pieces of gauze were 
incubated overnight at 56  °C with 540  μl of extrac-
tion buffer and 60  μl of proteinase K (20  μg/ml). 
DNA was subsequently extracted according to the 
manufacturer protocol, adjusting reagent volumes to 
the initial amount of extraction buffer, and concen-
trating the DNA through a DNeasy Mini spin col-
umn. Total DNA was finally eluted in 100 μl of elu-
tion buffer. Two extraction negatives (only reagents) 
were included to monitor the possibility and extent of 
contamination linked with extraction procedures and 
reagents.

DNA extractions from all the 42 rolls of gauze, 
along with two field blanks, two extraction controls, 
two PCR negative controls and one positive control 
(i.e., DNA of Sebastes mentella, a subarctic species 
absent in the Mediterranean Sea), were metabarcoded 
by targeting two homologous 12S ribosomal RNA 
fragments of the mitochondrial genome (Miya et  al. 
2015): we amplified a ~ 167  bp fragment using the 
fish-specific Tele02 primers (forward: 5’-AAA CTC 
GTG CCA GCC ACC -3’; reverse: 5’-GGG TAT CTA 
ATC CCA GTT TG-3’) and a ~ 171 bp fragment using 
the Elas02 primers (forward: 5’-GTT GGT HAAT 
CTC GTG CCA GC-3’; reverse: 5’-CAT AGT AGG GTA 
TCT AAT CCT AGT TTG-3’) (Taberlet et  al. 2018). 
Each forward and reverse primer was tagged with 
8 bp indices, in order to univocally identify samples 
during demultiplexing and reduce the risk of cross-
contamination and/or tag switching during Illumina 

https://github.com/GiuliaMaiello/Metaprobe-2.0
https://github.com/GiuliaMaiello/Metaprobe-2.0
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sequencing. Each tag differed by at least three base 
pairs from other tags and was preceded by 2–4 degen-
erate bases (N) to increase sequence diversity dur-
ing sequencing. Each sample was PCR-amplified in 
triplicate in 20 μl reactions containing 10 μl MyFi™ 
Mix (Meridian Bioscience), 0.16 μl of Bovine Serum 
Albumin (20  mg/ml, Thermo Scientific), 5.84  μl of 
UltraPure™ Distilled Water (Invitrogen), 1 μl of each 
forward and reverse primer (10  μM, Eurofins), and 
2 μl of template DNA. PCRs were performed under 
the following thermocycling conditions: 95  °C for 
10 min, followed by 40 cycles of 95 °C for 30 s, 60 °C 
for 45  s, and 72  °C for 30  s, and a final elongation 
of 72  °C for 5 min for the Tele02 12S primers; and 

polymerase activation at 94 °C for 15 min, followed 
by 40 cycles of 94  °C for 1  min, 54  °C for 1  min, 
72 °C for 1 min, and a final elongation of 72 °C for 
5  min for the Elas02 12S primers. We then pooled 
triplicated PCRs and visualised samples on a 2% aga-
rose gel stained with SYBRsafe (Invitrogen) to ensure 
the successful amplification of target fragments. PCR 
products were purified with Mag-Bind® TotalPure 
NGS magnetic beads (Omega Bio-tek Inc), adding a 
1 × ratio of magnetic beads to 30 μl of PCR products 
(Bronner et  al. 2009). Purified DNA was quantified 
using a Qubit™ 4.0 fluorometer with the Qubit™ 
dsDNA HS Assay Kit (Invitrogen). Based on the 
total DNA concentration, samples were normalised 

Fig. 1  Map of the 21 sampling sites: 1 Ligurian and Northern Tyrrhenian Sea (GSA 9), 2 Sardinian Sea (GSA 11), and 3 Northern 
Adriatic Sea (GSA 17). The map was created using the R-package ggmap (Kahle and Wickham 2013)
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and pooled in equimolar concentration for library 
preparation. We performed end- repair, adapter liga-
tion and library PCR amplification using the NEX-
TFLEX® Rapid DNA-Seq Kit 2.0 for Illumina® 
platforms (PerkinElmer) according to the manufac-
turer’s protocol. We examined fragment lengths on 
an Agilent 4200 TapeStation and High Sensitivity 
D1000 ScreenTape (Agilent Technologies); second-
ary products (e.g., adaptor dimers) were removed by 
another 1 × ratio magnetic bead clean-up. Libraries 
were quantified using quantitative PCR (qPCR) on a 
Rotor-Gene Q (Qiagen) with the NEBNext® Library 
Quant Kit for Illumina® (New England Biolabs) and 
then diluted to 1  nM according to qPCR concentra-
tions. Final libraries and PhiX Control were quanti-
fied using qPCR before sequencing. The two libraries 
were sequenced separately at 85 pM with 20% PhiX 
Control on an Illumina® iSeq™ 100 using the i1 
Reagent v2 (300-cycle) (Illumina Inc.).

Bioinformatic processing

Bioinformatic procedures followed the obitools 
pipeline (Boyer et  al. 2016). We first checked read 
quality with fastqc (Andrews 2010) and trimmed 
low-quality ends for downstream analysis. illumina-
pairedend was used to merge all paired reads show-
ing a quality score > 40, and ngsfilter to demultiplex 
samples based on their unique barcodes, allowing 
for a single base mismatch. We removed singletons, 
reads containing ambiguous bases, “N”, and filtered 
reads for expected fragment lengths (129–209 bp for 
Tele02; 140–200 bp for Elas02 (Taberlet et al. 2018)) 
via obigrep, then dereplicated sequences via obiuniq. 
Chimeras were detected and removed with uchime 
(Edgar et al. 2011) and the remaining sequences clus-
tered into Molecular Operational Taxonomical Units 
(MOTUs) with swarm (Mahé et al. 2015) setting the 
threshold to d = 3 for both primers.

Custom-made databases were created through in 
silico PCR against the EMBL database (Release ver-
sion r143) implemented with ecopcr. We obtained 
two 12S reference databases: one of 102,372 
sequences for Tele02 and a second one of 92,011 
sequences for Elas02. We first assigned taxonomy 
via ecotag and then manually checked the taxonomic 
assignment of ambiguous (e.g., non-Mediterranean 
taxa) and poorly resolved MOTUs (i.e., MOTUs that 
could not be unambiguously assigned to a genus or 

species level), searching against the NCBI database 
using BLASTn. Datasets were filtered retaining only 
sequences assigned to species or genus level show-
ing > 98% identity match (Miya et  al. 2015) and 
removing potential contamination noise taking advan-
tage of field blanks and negative controls with the 
decontam package in R (Davis et al. 2018), using the 
prevalence method with a threshold of 0.5. Singletons 
for every taxon at each sampling site were removed 
to avoid low‐abundance false positives due to tag 
switching. We finally excluded from the final dataset 
non-target taxa (i.e., mammals, birds), retaining only 
teleosts and elasmobranchs for subsequent analyses.

Statistical analyses

We explored the actinopterygian/chondrichthyan 
detection efficiency of the two primers (i.e., Tele02 
and Elas02), as despite their specificity both can 
amplify teleosts and elasmobranchs. We generated a 
Venn Diagram, using the venndiagram package in R 
(Chen and Boutros 2011), to visualize differences in 
taxon composition between Tele02 and Elas02 data-
sets. For each primer set, the Actinopterygii/Chon-
drichthyes ratio was calculated, and differences in the 
proportions of species and reads assigned to the two 
fish groups were assessed by Pearson’s chi-squared 
test and visualized through barplots. Furthermore, 
we explored community composition among sam-
pling sites as returned by each of the two primers 
set through a non-metric multidimensional scaling 
(nMDS) with the ‘metaMDS’ function in the pack-
age vegan (Oksanen et al. 2018). The Multi Response 
Permutation Procedure (MRPP) (Mielke and Berry 
1994) was then applied to compare the inter-site dis-
similarities with the intra-site dissimilarities and test 
whether the portrayal of community structure across 
locations significantly differed between Tele02 and 
Elas02 datasets. Distance matrices were calculated 
using Bray–Curtis distance on a dataset including all 
the species detected by both primers (taxa identified 
by ethanol and silica gel were combined calculating 
the mean number of reads).

Venn Diagrams were also drawn to compare the 
overall taxa detection at both species and genus levels 
among metaprobe samples (merging all taxa identi-
fied by Tele02 and Elas02, and by ethanol and silica 
gel replicates) and the visual inspection of catches.
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We then explored reads abundance distribution 
patterns at each of the 21 sampling sites separately 
for all the taxa as revealed by Tele02 and Elas02 
together. We distinguished between the species that 
were caught by the fishing net and the visually unob-
served ‘bonus’ species only detected through eDNA. 
Because of the biomass concentration in a reduced 
volume within the net, we expected the DNA of 
caught species to be more abundant in metaprobe-in-
the-net samples compared to the genetic material of 
non-caught taxa (Maiello et  al. 2023). We thus cal-
culated the proportion of reads belonging to the most 
abundant caught species before the first ‘bonus’ spe-
cies over the total number of reads for each sampling 
site.

We contrasted the species richness (number of 
taxa) with the sampling effort (number of sampling 
units), calculating accumulation curves for each sam-
pling area and for each depth range separately with 
the inext package (Hsieh et  al. 2016). Depth ranges 
were identified based on distribution breaks (Fig. S1) 
corresponding to actual changes in the sea bottom 
morphology: shallow water (0–100  m), continental 
shelf (100–200  m), continental slope (200–400  m) 
and deep slope (> 400  m). We then explored com-
munity composition among the 21 sampling hauls 
using a semi-quantitative approach, as several recent 
studies suggested a significant quantitative meaning 
of eDNA data (Guri et al. 2023; Mariani et al. 2021). 
To prevent uneven sequencing yields among sam-
ples from unduly influencing community reconstruc-
tion, we square-root transformed number of reads 
for similarity matrices calculation. We performed a 
non-metric multidimensional scaling (nMDS) based 
on Bray–Curtis distance on the square-root trans-
formed read abundance dataset combining all the taxa 
detected by Tele02 and Elas02 (calculating the mean 
value of read abundance for the common species) and 
keeping ethanol and silica gel replicates as separate. 
We combined datasets from the two markers using 
read abundances, as the two primers target homolo-
gous ribosomal RNA fragments and the relative pro-
portions per sample in the two datasets were compa-
rable. Polygons on the nMDS ordination represented 
sampling areas and depth ranges, respectively. Dif-
ferences among sampling sites, sampling areas, and 
depth ranges were tested via a PERMANOVA test 
using the ‘adonis’ function in vegan with 9,999 per-
mutations. Post-hoc differences among the three areas 

and the four depth ranges were assessed through the 
‘pairwise.adonis’ function (9,999 permutations). We 
identified taxa (i.e., species or genera) associated with 
statistically significant differences among sampling 
groups (areas and/or depth ranges) using an indicator 
species analysis with the ‘multipatt’ function in the 
indicspecies package (Cáceres and Legendre 2009).

Finally, we investigated the ecological value of the 
information provided by eDNA metabarcoding, com-
pared or integrated with catch data, in terms of being 
able to characterise the area of origin (GSA) and the 
bathymetric layer. We first transformed catch and 
eDNA metabarcoding data into binary data in order 
to combine them. The 21 sampling sites were then 
randomly divided into two groups: the first (‘training 
set’) contained 80% of the sites and was used to train 
a series of Random Forest models to infer the ori-
gin of the samples in terms of GSA and bathymetric 
layer (Breiman 2001). The second group (‘test set’) 
contained the remaining 20% of the sites and was 
used to compare Random Forest predictions with the 
respective true values of GSA and bathymetric layer. 
The procedure was replicated 100 times and con-
ducted considering: 1) only caught species; 2) only 
eDNA metabarcoding species; 3) all the species cap-
tured by both trawl and eDNA. Finally, to compare 
the performance of the three groups of trained Ran-
dom Forests we computed the Cohen’s K coefficient 
of agreement for each of the three sets of tests (i.e., 
only catch, only eDNA or both), using the ‘kappa2’ 
function in the package irr. Results were visualised 
using confusion matrices.

All statistical analyses were conducted in R v4.0.5 
(R Core Team 2023).

Results

Comparison between Tele02 and Ela02 libraries

High throughput sequencing resulted in a total of 
3.7 million raw reads for the Tele02 library and 4.1 
million for the Elas02 library. After bioinformatic 
analyses, taxonomic assignment, and data filter-
ing, we obtained 1,878,487 reads (mean per sam-
ple = 44,726 ± 5,180 SE) for the Tele02 dataset 
(99.06% teleosts and 0.94% elasmobranchs) and 
1,471,036 reads (mean per sample = 35,024 ± 2,499 
SE) for the Elas02 dataset (93.61% teleosts and 
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6.39% elasmobranchs) (Fig.  2a; Table  S2). A total 
of 93 taxa (84 teleosts and nine elasmobranchs) and 
95 taxa (76 teleosts and 19 elasmobranchs) were 
retained in Tele02 and Elas02 final datasets respec-
tively (Fig.  2a). The Actinopterygii/Chondrichthyes 
ratio returned by the two primer sets was signifi-
cantly different in terms of read number (χ2 = 75.97, 
df = 1, p < 0.05), but not in terms of species number 
(χ2 = 3.18, df = 1, p > 0.05). Of the 108 taxa detected 
in total, 80 were shared between the two libraries, 15 
were exclusive of Elas02 and 13 only identified by 
Tele02 (Fig. 2b). As expected, the majority of species 
only detected by Elas02 belonged to elasmobranchs 
(11 of the 15) while 12 out of the 13 species only pre-
sent in Tele02 data were bony fishes.

The nMDS in Fig. 2c evidenced a coherent com-
munity structure among the two datasets, showing a 
strong affinity within each sampling site as returned 

by Tele02 and Elas02 independently. Consistently, 
the MRPP analysis revealed that the mean intra-site 
Bray–Curtis distance (between Tele02 and Elas02 
data for the same site) was significantly lower than 
the inter-site one (0.39 and 0.72 respectively, and 
p < 0.05 in both cases).

Comparison between metabarcoding- and 
catch-inferred fish assemblages

Taxa composition inferred via metabarcoding gen-
erally matched with those visually identified in the 
catches, demonstrating the overall reliability of eDNA 
metabarcoding for caught taxa identification: 67 
(48%) species and 65 (over 60%) genera were shared 
between eDNA and catch data, resulting in almost 
70% of caught species (more than 80% when con-
sidering genera) being identified by metabarcoding 

Fig. 2  Comparison between Elas02 and Tele02 primers a 
Barplots representing the number of species (left) and reads 
(right) of Actinopterygii and Chondrichthyes returned by each 
primer set. b Venn Diagrams of the taxa detected by Elas02 
and Tele02. For each group the total number of species and 
the Actinopterygii/Chondrichthyes proportions are given. 
The names of the taxa in each group are reported in Table S6. 

Ellipse areas are proportional to the number of taxa. c Pat-
tern of species assemblages across the 21 sampling sites, as 
returned by the non-metric multidimensional scaling (nMDS) 
with Bray–Curtis distance and based on eDNA metabarcoding 
data for Tele02 and Elas02. Dotted lines connect data from the 
same sites
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(Fig. 3). Noticeably, 93% of the top 30 most abundant 
species present in the catch (accounting for 91% of 
caught biomass) were detected by eDNA metabarcod-
ing. Gauze rolls also yielded a biodiversity ‘bonus’ of 
41 species (26 genera) not caught by the fishing net. 
The pelagic/demersal ratio was significantly higher 
when comparing the metabarcoding data sub-set with 
the rest of taxa, both considering species (χ2 = 10.88, 
df = 1, p < 0.05) and genera (χ2 = 10.00, df = 1, 
p < 0.05).

Barplots in Fig. 4 showed a different relative abun-
dance in terms of (transformed) number of reads 
between the caught species and the metabarcoding 
‘bonus’ taxa, with the latter having generally a lower 
number of reads. This was confirmed by the propor-
tions of reads associated with all the very abundant 
caught species before the first ‘bonus’ species; for all 

sampling sites, the proportion was over 50% of total 
reads, except for one Sardinian site (Sard_69) where 
two ‘bonus’ taxa (Gymnammodytes and Dasyatis 
pastinaca) were among the most abundant species 
(Table S3). The mean proportion of reads assigned to 
very abundant caught taxa was 74% with an associ-
ated standard deviation of 0.15.

Ecological and environmental patterns

Species accumulation curves of sampling areas 
attested that the sampling effort (number of sam-
pling units) adequately captured taxon diversity for 
each region separately (Fig.  5a). When contrasting 
taxon richness for each depth range with the number 
of sampling units, rarefaction curves did not reach 
a plateau for all the bathymetric ranges; increased 
sampling effort is needed to obtain a better represen-
tation of whole species diversity, especially for the 
[0-100 m) and the [100-200 m) ranges (Fig. 5b). The 
nMDS in Fig. 5c–d evidenced a strong intra-site affin-
ity, further corroborated by PERMANOVA results 
which assigned 92.5% of the variance to sampling 
stations and only 0.4% contribution from replicates 
(Table  1a). Community structure was influenced 
by both sampling areas and depth ranges; polygons 
on the nMDS plot separated sampling sites accord-
ing to the sea basin of origin (Fig. 5c) and revealed 
a clear depth gradient along the first axis (Fig.  5d). 
PERMANOVA results supported the observed influ-
ence of area and depth range on species composition 
(Table  1b). In post-hoc pairwise comparisons, sub-
stantial differences were recovered among all pairs 
of regions and depth ranges (Table S4). The indicator 
species analysis revealed that significant differences 
among sampling areas and depths corresponded 
to multiple species, designated as characteristic of 
each region and depth range because of their relative 
(over-)representation (Table S5).

The Random forest-based assessment further dem-
onstrated the power of eDNA in characterising both 
the geographic area and the bathymetric layer of 
origin. Random Forests trained on only catch data 
always had the worst performance, with mean values 
of Cohen’s K equal to 0.28 (GSA), and 0.79 (bathy-
metric range). In contrast, Random Forests trained 
on only eDNA metabarcoding data returned the best 
performance, with mean values of the Cohen’s K 
equal to 0.83 (GSA), and 0.89 (bathymetric range). 

Fig. 3  Venn Diagrams of the species (a) and genus (b) 
detected through eDNA metabarcoding and morphological 
identification of catch. The names of the taxa in each group 
are given in Table S6. Each area is coloured based on the rela-
tive proportion of pelagic (blue) over demersal (orange) taxa 
(Froese and Pauly 2022). Diagram areas are proportional to the 
number of taxa
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Interestingly, the Random Forests trained on both 
catch and eDNA metabarcoding data had slightly 
lower mean values of the Cohen’s K than those of 

the Random Forests trained on only eDNA metabar-
coding. Confusion matrices corroborated this pattern 
(Fig. 6).

Fig. 4  Quantitative composition (square root-transformed 
read counts) of taxa detected by eDNA metabarcoding at each 
sampling site separately, colours are different for the taxa 

only identified by eDNA (MetabarcodingBonus) and the spe-
cies also detected by visual inspection of external morphology 
(Metabarcoding&Catch)
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Fig. 5  Rarefaction curves of the total taxa detected in the 21 
sampling sites by Tele02 and Elas02 12S. Curves are split 
based on the area (a) and the depth range (b). Pattern of the 
species assemblages across the 21 sampling sites, as returned 
by the non-metric multidimensional scaling (nMDS) with 
Bray–Curtis distance and based on eDNA metabarcoding data 
(combining Tele02 and Elas02). Dots indicate samples and are 

connected by a dashed line for each sampling site. Polygons 
are coloured according to the sampling area (c) and the bathy-
metric layer (d). Silhouettes represent the three (for areas) and 
the two (for depth ranges) top contributing species to each 
group differentiation, according to the indicator species analy-
sis

Table 1  Results of PERMANOVA (Permutational Multivari-
ate Analysis of Variance) analyses carried out to explore spe-
cies composition changes in relation to: (a) sampling Site and 

Source (i.e., Ethanol and Silica); (b) Area and Depth range. 
Values are related to Bray–Curtis coefficients

a

Df SumsOfSqs MeanSqs F.Model R2 p value

Site 20 9.87 0.49 13.24 0.92  < 0.05
Source 1 0.05 0.05 1.35 0.004 0.19
Residuals 20 0.74 0.04 0.07
Total 41 10.67 1.00

b

Df SumsOfSqs MeanSqs F.Model R2 p value

Area 2 2.72 1.35 10.58 0.25  < 0.05
Depth range 3 3.33 1.11 8.64 0.31  < 0.05
Residuals 36 4.62 0.13 0.43
Total 41 10.67 1.00
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Discussion

Marine biodiversity monitoring still largely involves 
‘traditional’ methods based on the capture of organ-
isms, which are invasive, involve hefty operational 
costs, and often yield noisy data. Environmental 
DNA metabarcoding, with its agile, accurate and effi-
cient way of capturing biodiversity information in 
the ocean, has recently opened new opportunities for 
upscaling data collection (Gilbey et  al. 2021), espe-
cially when accompanied by novel, low-cost, efficient 
alternatives to water capture, filtering, and storage 
(Maiello et  al. 2022, 2023). Here, using a combina-
tion of two vertebrate-specific 12S markers, we accu-
rately characterized fish communities in three basins 
around Italy, expanding the applicability range of 
metaprobes as a simple and non-disruptive way of 

sampling eDNA from trawling nets. In practice, the 
metaprobe approach single-handedly overcomes the 
limitations of both trawl surveys and classical eDNA 
approaches.

Despite subtle differences in the Actinopterygii/
Chondrichthyes detection ratio between Tele02 and 
Elas02 metabarcodes (Fig.  2), the marker selection 
did not significantly influence the overall biodiversity: 
74% of the species were shared among the two primer 
sets (Fig. 2b), and overall community structure across 
regions was consistent with the two markers (Fig. 2c), 
with intra-site dissimilarity (between Elas02 and 
Tele02 replicates of the same haul) being substan-
tially lower than inter-site dissimilarity. However, we 
observed important differences in the taxa that were 
exclusively recovered by each of the two primers: 12 
out of the 13 species only identified by Tele02 were 

Fig. 6  Confusion matrices representing the comparison 
between observed and predicted (from Random Forest) val-
ues of the GSA (top set) and bathymetric range (bottom set) 

of randomly extracted sampling sites. The values inside each 
matrix correspond to the proportion of sampling sites (number 
of sampling sites over the total) assigned to each cell
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teleosts, and 11 of the 15 species exclusive of Elas02 
were elasmobranchs, demonstrating barcode effi-
ciency in detecting rare teleosts and elasmobranchs 
respectively. This is particularly relevant for elasmo-
branchs, which are globally threatened and influen-
tial for strategic conservation planning. For instance, 
among the species only identified by Elas02, sandy 
skate (Leucoraja circularis) is endangered, while 
shortfin mako (Isurus oxyrinchus) and blue shark 
(Prionace glauca) are critically endangered according 
to the Mediterranean IUCN red list (McCully et  al. 
2015; Sims et al. 2016; Walls and Soldo 2016). The 
detection of I. oxyrinchus and P. glauca in the Sardin-
ian Sea is particularly noteworthy, as large predatory 
sharks have declined dramatically in abundance over 
the last two centuries in the Mediterranean Sea (Fer-
retti et al. 2009). Environmental DNA metabarcoding 
represents a valuable way to record movements and 
spatial and temporal hotspots of large pelagic sharks.

Almost 70% of caught fish species were detected 
by eDNA metabarcoding. However, the percentage of 
elasmobranchs and teleosts identified only by visual 
inspection and not by eDNA (23% of total species), 
was substantially higher than in Maiello et al. (2023) 
where, using a combination of COI and 12S barcodes, 
only 3% of the vertebrate species detected were exclu-
sively returned by visual inspection of trawl catches. 
This supports the idea that COI metabarcoding, which 
often fails to generate satisfactory metazoan data in 
aqueous eDNA studies (Collins et  al. 2019), can be 
very useful in the context of trawl net eDNA, where 
DNA concentration is substantially higher than in the 
naturally diluted seawater. Compared to the univer-
sal COI primers, the 12S metabarcode is known to 
have less complete reference databases and a lower 
taxonomic resolution (Collins et  al. 2019)––which 
explains why taxonomic assignment at the genus 
level yields a more complete representation of cap-
tured taxa in the eDNA data (Fig. 3b). In contrast, 41 
species were detected exclusively by eDNA metabar-
coding; in this eDNA biodiversity ‘bonus’ sub-set the 
number of pelagic species was higher compared to 
the other sets (i.e., ‘shared taxa’ and ‘catches only’) 
where demersal species targeted by bottom trawl-
ers prevailed (Fig.  3). This variation on the propor-
tion of pelagic versus demersal species is in line with 
previous observations using this approach (Maiello 
et  al. 2022, 2023). ‘Bonus’ species eDNA can be 
absorbed by the gauze during trawl descent/ascent or 

captured by the metaprobe from pelagic DNA sedi-
mented on the sea floor. Of pelagic taxa exclusively 
found in metaprobe eDNA data, some were endan-
gered elasmobranchs (e.g., Isurus oxyrinchus, Prion-
ace glauca), while others (e.g., lanternfishes) can be 
informative indicators of ecosystem function. From 
the identification of species caught by the trawl net to 
the detection of endangered and/or keystone species, 
our results suggest that, even without the complement 
of the taxonomic power of COI, the use of a verte-
brate-specific 12S metabarcode (especially Elas02) 
appears a valuable ecosystem assessment tool.

It is noteworthy that a moderate sampling effort is 
sufficient to recover most of the species diversity of 
each sampling area considered (Fig.  5a) and return 
trends that reflect expectations: for instance, the spe-
cies richness was similar in the SaS and the LNTS, 
and higher than in the NoAS, which is known to be 
a marine biogeographic area with lower biodiversity 
compared to the rest of the Mediterranean (Gaertner 
et al. 2007). Furthermore, we were able to adequately 
reconstruct the overall quantitative β-diversity distri-
bution, discerning between the 21 hauls and reflecting 
patterns of community structure influenced by sam-
pling areas and depth ranges (Fig. 5c–d). Compared 
to qualitative approaches, the use of a semi-quan-
titative method (Bray–Curtis index) increased the 
discriminatory power of eDNA metabarcoding data 
(Guri et al. 2023), by mitigating the bias towards rare 
species that is inherent to presence/absence methods.

Species composition as returned by the metaprobe 
was significantly different among areas and depth 
ranges considered (Fig.  5c–d). The Adriatic Sea 
is the most distinctive of the three basins because 
of its geography and geomorphology, which limit 
exchanges with the rest of the Mediterranean Sea. The 
Adriatic Sea exhibited a higher number of distinc-
tive species, according to indicator species analysis. 
Among those, there were small pelagic fishes typical 
of this region: Sprattus sprattus, Scomber scombrus 
and S. colias, Engraulis encrasicolus, main targets of 
north-central Adriatic Sea fisheries, as well as Squa-
lus acanthias, a valuable commercial elasmobranch 
commonly caught by bottom trawl in the Adriatic Sea 
(Bargione et al. 2019), Merlangius merlangus, almost 
absent in the rest of the Mediterranean (Milić and 
Kraljević 2011), and Myliobatis aquila, a substantial 
fishery bycatch in the north-central Adriatic Sea (La 
Mesa et al. 2016). We found evidence of significant 
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differences also between the two contiguous Tyr-
rhenian and Sardinian basins and in the bathymetric 
distribution of species; all the depth layers examined 
had their own distinctive species. For instance, in 
0–100 m waters, two shallow demersal (Arnoglossus 
laterna and Serranus cabrilla) and one epipelagic 
species (Sardina pilchardus) were identified. On the 
other hand, most of the > 400  m-depth species were 
typical deep-sea fishes commonly found as discards 
of Mediterranean deep-bottom trawlers (e.g., Hyme-
nocephalus italicus, Lampanyctus crocodilus, Nettas-
toma melanurum).

The precision of ‘metaprobe-in-the-net’ eDNA 
metabarcoding data in mirroring species composition 
of each area (GSA) and bathymetric range was fur-
ther demonstrated by Random Forest results. eDNA 
metabarcoding-trained Random Forests demonstrated 
greater accuracy compared to those trained on catch 
data. This is empirical evidence that eDNA data col-
lected using the metaprobe are highly informative of 
the communities of origin, returning a more accurate 
description of the ecosystems exploited by fishing 
than even catch-based data. Additionally, the integra-
tion of eDNA and catch data does not provide better 
results than eDNA data alone; this could indicate that 
the metaprobe eDNA data alone are able to return 
the whole diversity necessary to characterise marine 
communities. Since ocean ecosystem monitoring pro-
grammes are essential for sustainable resource man-
agement, a future adoption of metabarcoding methods 
in scientific surveys and fishery-dependent data col-
lection could represent an improvement in our ability 
to capture changes in the marine environment.

Further potential lies in the use of read abun-
dance, as previous studies have identified a strong 
correlation between read numbers of taxa and their 
relative abundance or biomass (Russo et  al. 2021; 
Shelton et al. 2022; Stoeckle et al. 2021). Here the 
distribution of (transformed) read abundance was 
coherent with expectation (Fig. 4); on average, 74% 
of total reads was associated with the group includ-
ing all the most abundant caught species before 
the first ‘bonus’ ones appear in the list. This find-
ing shows that the metaprobe-in-the-net approach 
does preferentially detect caught species. This  is 
particularly relevant as it supports previous sug-
gestions (Maiello et  al. 2023) around using a read 
abundance probabilistic threshold to discriminate 
between the species caught and those representing 

an environmental bonus. This approach signifi-
cantly reduces the reliance on ground-truthing 
eDNA metabarcoding inference with the visual 
inspection of the catch and enables broader use of 
the metaprobe in trawling-based monitoring without 
the necessity for expert taxonomists now crucial for 
the morphological identification of specimens in the 
net.

By generating extensive species inventories, the 
metaprobe approach provides insights into both 
pelagic and demersal components, accurately reflect-
ing marine communities, and even detecting rare 
and elusive species. This simple and efficient DNA-
based sampling tool can be conveniently utilized as 
an effective method for gathering crucial information 
about species status and distributions, without adding 
significant burden to on-board operations. The oppor-
tunity to use these novel methods with regular marine 
surveys paves the way for future strategies where 
management decisions are informed by data collected 
via increasingly sustainable and non-destructive 
approaches. From monitoring catches to mapping 
community distributions, including the detection of 
threatened and invasive species, all marine domains 
stand to benefit from the operationalisation of these 
tools.

Acknowledgements The study was supported by the Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations—Gen-
eral Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) 
within the project MTF/INT/943/MUL and by the UK Natu-
ral Environment Research Council [“SpongeDNA” grant NE/
T007028/1]. The views expressed in this publication are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views or poli-
cies of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations.

Author contributions G.M., P.C., S.M. and T.R. conceived 
the idea and designed the methodology; A.B., A.C., A.F., C.F., 
A.L. and P.S. collected the data; G.M., L.C., D.C., A.S., P.S., 
M.S., L.T., S.M. and T.R. analysed the data; G.M., S.M. and 
T.R. led the writing of the manuscript. All authors contributed 
to the drafts and gave final approval for publication.

Funding Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations—General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean 
(GFCM), MTF/INT/943/MUL ,Tommaso Russo, Natural Envi-
ronment Research Council, NE/T007028/1, Stefano Mariani.

Data availability Raw sequencing data files can be accessed 
at https:// doi. org/ 10. 5061/ dryad. s7h44 j1g3. Bioinformatic 
pipeline, final datasets and R scripts used for statistical analy-
sis and to generate figures are publicly available from https:// 
github. com/ Giuli aMaie llo/ Fishi ng- in- the- gene- pool.

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.s7h44j1g3
https://github.com/GiuliaMaiello/Fishing-in-the-gene-pool
https://github.com/GiuliaMaiello/Fishing-in-the-gene-pool


 Rev Fish Biol Fisheries

Vol:. (1234567890)

Declarations 

Conflict of interest The authors declare that the research was 
conducted in the absence of any conflicts of interest. Author SM 
is Associate Editor for Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 
and the peer-review process for this article was independently 
handled by another member of the journal editorial board.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Com-
mons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits 
use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any 
medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the 
original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Crea-
tive Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The 
images or other third party material in this article are included 
in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your 
intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds 
the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly 
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Amoroso RO, Pitcher CR, Rijnsdorp AD et al (2018) Bottom 
trawl fishing footprints on the world’s continental shelves. 
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 115(43):E10275–E10282. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 18023 79115

Andrews S (2010). FastQC: a quality control tool for high 
throughput sequence data. Available online at: http:// 
www. bioin forma tics. babra ham. ac. uk/ proje cts/ fastqc/

Bargione G, Donato F, La Mesa M, Mazzoldi C, Riginella E, 
Vasapollo C, Virgili M, Lucchetti A (2019) Life-history 
traits of the spiny dogfish Squalus acanthias in the Adri-
atic Sea. Sci Rep 9(1):1–10. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ 
s41598- 019- 50883-w

Bianchi CN, Morri C (2000) Marine biodiversity of the Medi-
terranean Sea: situation, problems and prospects for future 
research. Mar Poll Bull 40(5):367–376

Boyer F, Mercier C, Bonin A, Le Bras Y, Taberlet P, Coissac 
E (2016) Obitools: a unix-inspired software package for 
DNA metabarcoding. Mol Ecol Resour 16(1):176–182. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ 1755- 0998. 12428

Breiman L (2001) Random forests. Machine Learn 45:5–32. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/A: 10109 33404 324

Bronner IF, Quail MA, Turner DJ, Swerdlow H (2009) 
Improved protocols for illumina sequencing. Curr Protoc 
Hum Genet. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ 04711 42905. hg180 
2s62

Chen H, Boutros PC (2011) VennDiagram: a package for the 
generation of highly-customizable Venn and Euler dia-
grams in R. BMC Bioinformatics 12(1):1–7. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 2307/ 26896 06

Collins RA, Bakker J, Wangensteen OS, Soto AZ, Corri-
gan L, Sims DW, Genner MJ, Mariani S (2019) Non-
specific amplification compromises environmental 

DNA metabarcoding with COI. Methods Ecol Evol 
10(11):1985–2001. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ 2041- 210X. 
13276

Davis NM, Di Proctor M, Holmes SP, Relman DA, Callahan 
BJ (2018) Simple statistical identification and removal of 
contaminant sequences in marker-gene and metagenom-
ics data. Microbiome 6(1):1–14. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s40168- 018- 0605-2

Cáceres MD, Legendre P (2009) Associations between species 
and groups of sites: indices and statistical inference. Ecol-
ogy 90(12):3566–3574. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1890/ 08- 1823.1

Edgar RC, Haas BJ, Clemente JC, Quince C, Knight R (2011) 
UCHIME improves sensitivity and speed of chimera 
detection. Bioinformatics 27(16):2194–2200. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1093/ bioin forma tics/ btr381

Ferretti F, Myers RA, Serena F, Lotze HK (2009) Loss of large 
predatory sharks from the Mediterranean Sea. Conserv 
Biol 22(4):952–964. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1523- 1739. 
2008. 00938.x

Fiorentino F, Vitale S (2021) How can we reduce the overex-
ploitation of the mediterranean resources? Front Mar Sci 
8:674633. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fmars. 2021. 674633

Froese R, Pauly D (2022) FishBase. World Wide Web elec-
tronic publication. www. fishb ase. org

Gaertner JC, Bertrand JA, Relini G, Papaconstantinou C, 
Mazouni N, De Sola LG, Durbec JP, Jukic-Peladic S, Sou-
plet A (2007) Spatial pattern in species richness of demer-
sal fish assemblages on the continental shelf of the north-
ern Mediterranean Sea: a multiscale analysis. Mar Ecol 
Prog Ser 341:191–203. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3354/ meps3 
41191

Gilbey J, Carvalho G, Castilho R, Coscia I, Coulson MW, 
Dahle G, Derycke S, Francisco SM, Helyar SJ, Johansen 
T, Junge C, Layton KKS, Martinsohn J, Matejusova I, 
Robalo JI, Rodríguez-ezpeleta N, Gonçalo S, Strammer 
I, Vasemägip A, Volckaertq FAM (2021) Life in a drop: 
sampling environmental DNA for marine fishery manage-
ment and ecosystem monitoring. Mar Policy 124:104331. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. marpol. 2020. 104331

Guri G, Westgaard JI, Yoccoz N, Wangensteen OS, Præbel K, 
Ray JL, Kelly RP, Shelton AO, Hanebrekke T, Johansen 
T (2023) Maximizing sampling efficiency to detect differ-
ences in fish community composition using environmen-
tal DNA metabarcoding in subarctic fjords. Environ DNA 
00:1–15. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ edn3. 409

He Q, Silliman BR (2019) Climate change, human impacts, 
and coastal ecosystems in the anthropocene. Curr Biol 
29(19):R1021–R1035. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cub. 2019. 
08. 042

Hsieh TC, Ma KH, Chao A (2016) iNEXT: an R-package for 
rarefaction and extrapolation of species diversity (hill 
numbers). Methods Ecol Evol 7(12):1451–1456. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/ 2041- 210X. 12613

Kahle D, Wickham H (2013) Ggmap: spatial visualization with 
ggplot2. R J 4(1):144–543. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1051/ ps/ 
20150 01

La Mesa G, Annunziatellis A, Filidei E, Fortuna CM (2016) 
Bycatch of myliobatid rays in the central Mediterranean 
Sea: the Influence of spatiotemporal, environmental, and 
operational factors as determined by generalized additive 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1802379115
http://www.bioinformatics.babraham.ac.uk/projects/fastqc/
http://www.bioinformatics.babraham.ac.uk/projects/fastqc/
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-50883-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-50883-w
https://doi.org/10.1111/1755-0998.12428
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010933404324
https://doi.org/10.1002/0471142905.hg1802s62
https://doi.org/10.1002/0471142905.hg1802s62
https://doi.org/10.2307/2689606
https://doi.org/10.2307/2689606
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13276
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13276
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40168-018-0605-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40168-018-0605-2
https://doi.org/10.1890/08-1823.1
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btr381
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btr381
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.00938.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.00938.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2021.674633
http://www.fishbase.org
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps341191
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps341191
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104331
https://doi.org/10.1002/edn3.409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2019.08.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2019.08.042
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12613
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12613
https://doi.org/10.1051/ps/2015001
https://doi.org/10.1051/ps/2015001


Rev Fish Biol Fisheries 

Vol.: (0123456789)

modeling. Mar Coast Fish 8(1):382–394. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 19425 120. 2016. 11677 95

Mahé F, Rognes T, Quince C, de Vargas C, Dunthorn M (2015) 
Swarmv2: highly-scalable and high-resolution amplicon 
clustering. PeerJ 2015(12):1–12. https:// doi. org/ 10. 7717/ 
peerj. 1420

Maiello G, Talarico L, Carpentieri P, De AF, Franceschini S, 
Harper LR, Neave EF, Rickards O, Sbrana A, Shum P, 
Veltre V, Mariani S, Russo T (2022) Little samplers, big 
fleet: eDNA metabarcoding from commercial trawlers 
enhances ocean monitoring. Fish Res 249:106259. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. fishr es. 2022. 106259

Maiello G, Talarico L, Brodie C, Carpentieri P, Sbrana A, 
Shum P, Mariani S, Russo T (2023) Net gain: Low-cost, 
trawl-associated eDNA samplers upscale ecological 
assessment of marine demersal communities. Environ 
DNA 00:1–13. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ edn3. 389

Mariani S, Fernandez C, Baillie C, Magalon H, Jaquemet S 
(2021) Shark and ray diversity, abundance and tempo-
ral variation around an Indian Ocean Island, inferred by 
eDNA metabarcoding. Conserv Sci Pract 3(6):1–10. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ csp2. 407

McCully S, Ellis J, Walls R, Fordham S (2015) Leucoraja 
circularis the IUCN red list of threatened species 2015: 
e.T161464A48938919. Accessed on 02 March 2023

Mielke PW, Berry KJ (1994) Permutation tests for common 
locations among samples with unequal variances. J Educ 
Stat 19(3):217–236. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3102/ 10769 98601 
90032 17

Milić D, Kraljević M (2011) Biometry analysis of the whiting, 
Merlangius merlangus (Linneaus, 1758) from the North-
ern Adriatic Sea. Acta Adriat 52(1):125–136

Miya M, Sato Y, Fukunaga T, Sado T, Poulsen JY, Sato K, 
Minamoto T, Yamamoto S, Yamanaka H, Araki H, Kon-
doh M, Iwasaki W (2015) MiFish, a set of universal PCR 
primers for metabarcoding environmental DNA from 
fishes: detection of more than 230 subtropical marine spe-
cies. R Soc Op Sci 2(7):150088. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ 
rsos. 150088

Mooney H, Larigauderie A, Cesario M, Elmquist T, Hoegh-
Guldberg O, Lavorel S, Mace GM, Palmer M, Scholes R, 
Yahara T (2009) Biodiversity, climate change, and eco-
system services. Curr Opin Environ Sustain 1(1):46–54. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cosust. 2009. 07. 006

Mouillot D, Albouy C, Guilhaumon F, Ben Rais Lasram F, 
Coll M, Devictor V, Meynard CN, Pauly D, Tomasini 
JA, Troussellier M, Velez L, Watson R, Douzery EJP, 
Mouquet N (2011) Protected and threatened components 
of fish biodiversity in the Mediterranean Sea. Curr Biol 
21(12):1044–1050. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cub. 2011. 05. 
005

Myers RA, Worm B (2003) Rapid worldwide depletion of 
predatory fish communities. Nature 423(6937):280–283. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ natur e01610

Myers N, Mittermeier RA, Mittermeier CG, da Fonseca GAB, 
Kent J (2000) Biodiversity hotspots for conservation pri-
orities. Nature 403(6772):853–858. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1038/ 35002 501

Oksanen J, Blanchet FG, Friendly M, Kindt R, Legendre P, 
McGlinn D, Minchin PR, O’Hara RB, Simpson GL, Soly-
mos P, Stevens MHH, Szoecs E, Wagner H (2018) vegan: 
Community Ecology Package. Ordination methods, diver-
sity analysis and other functions for community and veg-
etation ecologists

R Core Team (2023) R: a language and environment for sta-
tistical computing. R foundation for statistical computing, 
Vienna, Austria. URL https:// www.R- proje ct. org/

Russo T, Maiello G, Talarico L, Baillie C, Colosimo G, 
D’Andrea L, Di Maio F, Fiorentino F, Franceschini S, 
Garofalo G, Scannella D, Cataudella S, Mariani S (2021) 
All is fish that comes to the net: metabarcoding for rapid 
fisheries catch assessment. Ecol Appl 31(2):1–10. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1002/ eap. 2273

Shelton AO, Ramón-Laca A, Wells A, Clemons J, Chu D, Feist 
BE, Kelly RP, Parker-Stetter SL, Thomas R, Nichols KM, 
Park L (2022) Environmental DNA provides quantitative 
estimates of Pacific hake abundance and distribution in 
the open ocean. Proc R Soc b: Biol Sci. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1098/ rspb. 2021. 2613

Sigsgaard EE, Torquato F, Frøslev TG, Moore ABM, Sørensen 
JM, Range P, Ben-Hamadou R, Bach SS, Møller PR, 
Thomsen PF (2020) Using vertebrate environmental DNA 
from seawater in biomonitoring of marine habitats. Conserv 
Biol 34(3):697–710. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ cobi. 13437

Sims D, Fowler SL, Ferretti F, Stevens J (2016) Prionace 
glauca (Mediterranean assessment). The iucn red list of 
threatened species 2016: e.T39381A16553182. Accessed 
on 02 March 2023.

Stoeckle MY, Adolf J, Charlop-Powers Z, Dunton KJ, Hinks 
G, VanMorter SM (2021) Trawl and eDNA assessment of 
marine fish diversity, seasonality, and relative abundance 
in coastal New Jersey, USA. ICES J Mar Sci 78(1):293–
304. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ icesj ms/ fsaa2 25

Taberlet P, Bonin A, Coissac E, Zinger L (2018) Environmen-
tal DNA: for biodiversity research and monitoring. Oxford 
University Press, Oxford

Thomsen PF, Willerslev E (2015) Environmental DNA - an 
emerging tool in conservation for monitoring past and 
present biodiversity. Biol Cons 183:4–18. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/j. biocon. 2014. 11. 019

Walls RHL, Soldo A (2016) Isurus oxyrinchus (Mediterranean 
assessment). The IUCN red list of threatened species 
2016: e.T39341A16527941. Accessed on 02 March 2023

Yan HF, Kyne PM, Jabado RW, Leeney RH, Davidson LNK, 
Derrick DH, Finucci B, Freckleton RP, Fordham SV, 
Dulvy NK (2021) Overfishing and habitat loss drives range 
contraction of iconic marine fishes to near extinction. Sci 
Adv 7(7):1–11. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ sciadv. abb60 26

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard 
to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional 
affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19425120.2016.1167795
https://doi.org/10.1080/19425120.2016.1167795
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.1420
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.1420
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2022.106259
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2022.106259
https://doi.org/10.1002/edn3.389
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.407
https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986019003217
https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986019003217
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.150088
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.150088
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2009.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2011.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2011.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01610
https://doi.org/10.1038/35002501
https://doi.org/10.1038/35002501
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2273
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2273
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2021.2613
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2021.2613
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13437
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsaa225
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abb6026

	Fishing in the gene-pool: implementing trawl-associated eDNA metaprobe for large scale monitoring of fish assemblages
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	Material and methods
	Sampling
	Laboratory procedures
	Bioinformatic processing
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Comparison between Tele02 and Ela02 libraries
	Comparison between metabarcoding- and catch-inferred fish assemblages
	Ecological and environmental patterns

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


