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Variation in koala microbiomes 
within and between individuals: 
effect of body region and captivity 
status
Niccoló Alfano1, Alexandre Courtiol1, Hanna Vielgrader2, Peter Timms3, Alfred L. Roca4 & 
Alex D. Greenwood1

Metagenomic analysis of 16S ribosomal RNA has been used to profile microbial communities at high 
resolution, and to examine their association with host diet or diseases. We examined the oral and 
gut microbiome composition of two captive koalas to determine whether bacterial communities 
are unusual in this species, given that their diet consists almost exclusively of Eucalyptus leaves. 
Despite a highly specialized diet, koala oral and gut microbiomes were similar in composition to 
the microbiomes from the same body regions of other mammals. Rectal swabs contained all of 
the diversity present in faecal samples, along with additional taxa, suggesting that faecal bacterial 
communities may merely subsample the gut bacterial diversity. Furthermore, the faecal microbiomes 
of the captive koalas were similar to those reported for wild koalas, suggesting that captivity may 
not compromise koala microbial health. Since koalas frequently suffer from ocular diseases caused 
by Chlamydia infection, we also examined the eye microbiome composition of two captive koalas, 
establishing the healthy baseline for this body part. The eye microbial community was very diverse, 
similar to other mammalian ocular microbiomes but with an unusually high representation of 
bacteria from the family Phyllobacteriaceae.

The koala, Phascolarctos cinereus, is an arboreal marsupial that has a unique diet consisting almost exclu-
sively of Eucalyptus sp. leaves. Eucalyptus foliage has been described as an “unpromising” dietary source, 
low in nutrients and proteins but at the same time rich in oils and secondary plant compounds, such as 
lignin, cellulose and tannins, which are toxic to most animals1,2. Koalas have evolved a set of behavioral, 
physiological, morphological and metabolic adaptations to such a diet3. For example, they have a special-
ized digestive tract with an extremely enlarged caecum4 and very long retention times of food within the 
gut5. Koalas can thus break down plant material by fermentation and enzymatic degradation, and finally 
extract sufficient nutrients to maintain active metabolism. Bacteria are thought to play an important role 
in this process. Several different microorganisms that are able to degrade lignin and tannins have been 
isolated from the koala gastrointestinal tract6,7. However, whether such an exclusive diet influences the 
composition of koala bacterial communities, or microbiomes is unknown.

Recent developments in culture-independent methods based on large-scale comparative analyses of 
16S ribosomal RNA and metagenomics have the potential to profile microbial communities at high res-
olution even in complex environments like the intestinal microbiota8. Such methods have therefore been 
employed to study how the composition of bacterial communities relates to the diet in several species9–11. 
For certain organisms such as humans and mice12,13, the relationship between diet and microbiome can 
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be directly studied by modifying the diet of some individuals and assessing how the microbiome is being 
influenced by such change. This experimental approach has the benefit of effectively isolating the influ-
ence that diet exerts upon the microbiome from the influence of many other factors known to impact the 
microbiome. Unfortunately, this approach cannot be applied to koalas because of their extreme dietary 
specialization. Instead, fully assessing the extent to which koala’s microbiome is specific to its unique 
diet requires profiling microbial gut communities in a representative sample of koalas and comparing 
the profiles to those of other animals.

Because wild koala samples can be difficult to acquire and invasive sampling of captive koalas is dis-
couraged, defining an effective sampling strategy is essential. A recent study14 employed high-throughput 
GS FLX pyrosequencing to describe the composition of the koala microbiome across the hindgut in two 
wild koalas. This demonstrated that the koala hindgut microbiome is a complex and diverse environment 
and that the bacterial communities vary considerably in different regions of the intestine. However it is 
unclear whether the samples are representative of the entire gut, and whether or not widely used non-
invasive samples such as faeces would provide an accurate representation of host microbiome. To the 
best of our knowledge, there have been no comparative studies based on high-throughput sequencing 
addressing whether rectal swabs and faecal samples yield consistent results in wild mammal gut micro-
biome research. Therefore, whether faecal samples are a good proxy to profile the gut microbiome in 
mammals in general, and in koalas in particular, remains to be determined.

The microbiome is known to vary both among individuals and among populations living in different 
environments. For example, shifts in gut microbiome composition between wild and captive individuals 
have been highlighted in several mammalian species, such as primates15,16, goats17, red pandas18 and giant 
pandas8. The microbiome differences may be a consequence of the artificial nature of the zoo environ-
ment, particularly dietary changes. Thus, whether or not captive koalas can be used to study the diet 
specialization of the microbiome remains to be established.

For this study, rectal swabs and faeces were sampled from two captive koalas from the Tiergarten 
Schönbrunn in Vienna (Austria): a 14 year old male (SN241) and a 12 year old female (SN265). Although 
previous studies focused on the gut microbiome, initial digestion takes place in the mouth and thus koa-
las could be expected to have a unique microbiome in this compartment. Therefore, we also obtained oral 
swabs from the two koalas. Moreover, we sampled the eye microbiome of our two captive koalas. This 
body region was included to obtain a comparison point independent to digestion associated organs and 
to establish a baseline for the microbiome of healthy koala eyes, since wild and captive koalas frequently 
suffer from ocular infections caused by the highly prevalent Chlamydia, which is regarded as the primary 
disease threat to the species19,20. Such high incidence of chlamydial infection has been correlated with 
the presence of the recently described koala retrovirus (KoRV)21. All samples were characterized by 16S 
rRNA high-throughput Illumina sequencing. From a total of 1,956,592 quality-filtered reads, we iden-
tified 7,843 operational taxonomic units (OTUs) defined at the 97% similarity level. We first described 
the bacterial communities from the different body parts and compared our results with microbiome 
studies on other mammalian species. Second, we compared the gut microbiome profiles obtained by 
high-throughput sequencing from rectal swabs and faecal samples and discuss the reliability of using 
faeces as non-invasive sampling method in microbiome studies. Finally, we assessed whether captivity 
plays a role in shaping the koala faecal microbiome by comparing results from captive animals with 
existing data on wild koalas.

Results & Discussion
General microbiome characteristics.  The composition of microbial communities was similar 
between samples when analyzed at low taxonomic resolution. Bacteroidetes (6.08–87.64%), Firmicutes 
(0.81–63.61%) and Proteobacteria (0.40–76.56%) were the most abundant phyla across most of the sam-
ples, followed by Actinobacteria and Fusobacteria (Fig.  1; Suppl. Fig. 1; Suppl. Tab. 1). At a higher 
taxonomic resolution, the different parts of the koala gastrointestinal tract and the koala eye were charac-
terized by distinct bacterial communities (Fig. 2A). Indeed, principal coordinate analysis of unweighted 
UniFrac distances, which measure the similarity between bacterial communities based on phylogenetic 
distances, showed that koala microbial communities clustered by body region (Fig. 2A; Suppl. Fig. 2A). 
No clustering pattern was evident based on the weighted PCoA (Suppl. Fig. 2B), but the unweighted 
PCoA was consistent with the UPGMA tree (Fig. 2B). Irrespective of the method, no clustering pattern 
based on koala individual was observed (Fig. 2A; Suppl. Fig. 2B). These finding were further validated 
by a permutational MANOVA analysis on the unweighted UniFrac distance matrix, which showed that 
the body region significantly influenced the similarity among our samples (F = 2.7; 10,000 permutations; 
p = 0.02), while the individual did not (F = 0.75; 10,000 permutations; p = 0.60). Furthermore we esti-
mated the robustness of the UPGMA tree by jackknife and confirmed the clustering of the samples 
according to body region, with the faecal and the eye samples clustering with maximal jackknife support 
(100%), while the nodes regarding the rectal and the oral samples being less resolved (Fig.  2B). Thus, 
the microbiomes from the same body region were more similar across individuals than microbiomes 
from different body regions of the same koala, which is consistent with human microbiome studies22. 
Replication of this study on a larger number of koalas would be needed to explore variation in microbi-
ome driven by factors other than body location. Nonetheless, as our samples included one male and one 
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female koala, the lack of significant difference between individuals suggests that sex does not strongly 
influence the koala microbiome.

Eye microbiome.  This is the first study describing the composition of the eye microbiome of a 
non-human mammal by high-throughput sequencing. We found that the koala eye microbiome was 
generally similar to that of humans. The eye community had the highest biodiversity among our sam-
ples as assessed by the number of OTUs, Phylogenetic Distance (PD) and Shannon index, and low 
Evenness (Suppl. table 2; Supp Fig.  3; Suppl. table 3). This implies that koala eyes are characterized 
by a diverse microbial community with a relatively small number of very abundant genera, similar to 
humans23. Furthermore, the community profile at the phylum level was similar between the two koala 
ocular samples, with representatives of Proteobacteria (76.6 and 51.1%, for SN265 and SN241, respec-
tively) and Actinobacteria (14.9–17.2%) reaching high abundance (Fig.  1; Supp Fig. 1; Suppl. Tab. 1), 

Figure 1.  Relative abundance of bacterial phyla. Pie chart representation of the relative abundances of the 
most common phyla found in the eye, mouth, rectum and faeces of the two koalas. The relative abundance 
values of each phylum for each sample are reported in Suppl. Tab. 1.
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which is consistent with the few existing human studies23,24. At the genus level, ocular communities 
were rich in Corynebacterium and Bradyrhizobium (Fig. 3; Supp Fig. 4; Suppl. Tab. 4), which were found 
as common ocular bacteria in humans23,24. Nevertheless, 35 to 55% of all sequences from the koala eye 
were represented by uncultured bacteria from the family Phyllobacteriaceae, a group never described 
before in the eye. In humans it has been reported that the cultivable microbiota of the ocular surface 
is at a lower proportion than at many other mucosal sites (e.g. the oral cavity) suggesting that ocular 
communities harbor a hidden microbial diversity25. Our findings demonstrated that high-throughput 
culture-independent analysis of the ocular microbiome has the potential to unravel such diversity. Taking 
advantage of this methodology, our study sets a baseline for the koala eye microbiome to which microbi-
omes of diseased states can be compared. Keratoconjunctivitis indeed is one of the main consequences of 
the highly prevalent Chlamydia infection in koalas19,20 and is likely to be the result of Chlamydia interplay 
with the resident bacteria constituting this complex and diverse microbiota.

Oral microbiome.  In contrast to the eye, the oral microbiome has been well characterized in several 
other mammalian species and our results show that the composition of the oral microbial community in 
koalas shares several common features with other mammalian species, including herbivores (wallabies), 
omnivores (pigs, apes and humans) and carnivores (dogs). Together, Proteobacteria and Bacteroidetes 
accounted for over 90% of the detected bacteria in SN265 and 56% in SN241, with the remaining belong-
ing mainly to the phylum Firmicutes (31.64%) (Fig.  1; Suppl. Fig. 1; Suppl. Tab. 1). These three phyla 
were also the main components of the oral microbiome in the majority of other mammalian species. 
The high abundance of Proteobacteria (30.4–50.9%) that we detected is consistent with previous reports 
in tammar wallabies26, pigs27, great apes and humans16. Bacteroidetes were also abundant (26.1–40.5%) 
as found in canine28,29 and human studies30,31. Firmicutes were only abundant in SN241 (31.64%), con-
sistently with human, pig, dog and wallaby microbiomes (17.8–52.3%)26–28,30–33. The koala oral samples 
presented low microbial diversity according to alpha diversity measures (Suppl. Fig. 3; Suppl. Tab. 2; 
Suppl. Tab. 3). In this respect, the data contrasts with the human oral cavity which was found to have the 
highest OTU richness and phylogenetic diversity within the gastrointestinal tract34. At the genus level, 
qualitative differences were noticeable between the two koala individuals (Fig.  3; Suppl. Fig. 4; Suppl. 
Tab. 4). However, the main genera present in each individual have been described in other mammalian 
species. For example, the majority of microbes were members of Actinobacillus and Moraxella in indi-
vidual SN265, which are common oral bacteria in wallabies26, pigs27 and dogs29. Flavobacterium, which 
also had high abundance in the same koala (SN265), belongs to the family Flavobacteriaceae which 
includes typical inhabitants of the mammalian oropharyngeal flora (e.g. Capnocytophaga)35. However, 
in individual SN241, Campylobacter, which is a signature of the human oral microbiota34, was the most 
dominant genus. SN241 exhibited a high abundance of Porphyromonas, a resident oral bacteria in dogs28 
and humans33, Lactobacillus and Clostridiales, also found in pigs and humans32. Therefore, the koala 
oral microbiota does not appear to exhibit unique microbial community structure, despite the diet of 
Eucalyptus foliage unique to the species.

Rectal microbiome.  The rectal swabs exhibited major differences between the two koalas with SN265 
yielding a profile consistent at the phylum level with the few other gut microbiome studies based on the 
same sample type. The profile of SN265 was dominated by Bacteroidetes (72.0%) and Firmicutes (13.1%), 
followed by Proteobacteria (6.46%) and Actinobacteria (6.25%) (Fig. 1; Suppl. Fig. 1; Suppl. Tab. 1), sim-
ilarly to wallabies36 and humans34,37. In contrast, Bacteroidetes (26.6%) and Firmicutes (4.1%) were less 
common in SN241 than in SN265, while Proteobacteria (56.5%) and Fusobacteria (10.79%) were more 
common (Fig. 1; Suppl. Fig. 1). The most abundant genera in SN265 were Bacteroides, Parabacteroides 

Figure 2.  Principal Coordinate Analysis (PCoA) and UPGMA tree of Unifrac distances of the eye, 
mouth, rectal and faecal samples of two captive koalas. Panel A represents a 2 dimensional unweighted 
PCoA plot by sample type. Panel B represents the UPGMA clustering on unweighted Unifrac distances. 
Nodal supports were assessed by jackknife using 1,000 replicates. The two plots highlight that the samples 
tended to cluster by body region but not by koala specimen.
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and Ruminococcaceae (Fig. 3; Suppl. Fig. 4; Suppl. Tab. 4). Bacteroides accounts for approximately 25% 
of the bacterial population of the human gastrointestinal tract38 and has been detected, together with 
Parabacteroides and Ruminococcus, in the colon of wild koalas as well14. The profile of SN241 was dom-
inated by Prevotella, Porphyromonas, Acinetobacter and Actinobacillus (Fig. 3; Suppl. Fig. 4; Suppl. Tab. 
4). Prevotella has also been associated with the human gut microbiome as the dominant group of type 
2 enterotype replacing Bacteroides or Ruminococcus in some individuals39. Porphyromonas has been 
detected in wallaby anal opening36, while Acinetobacter and Actinobacillus are human infectious agents. 
Despite the individual differences, the rectal microbial profiles of the two koalas overlapped in profiles 
consistent with those observed in other mammals.

Faecal microbiome.  The faecal bacterial communities were dominated by Bacteroidetes 
(SN265 = 87.6%; SN241 = 34.5%) and Firmicutes (10.9%; 63.6%, respectively) in both koalas (Fig.  1; 
Suppl. Fig. 1; Suppl. Tab. 1), which is consistent with previously published results on faecal microbiomes 
of other mammalian species (Fig. 4; Suppl. Tab. 5). A similar composition has been observed in marsupi-
als, including wallabies, kangaroos and also wild koalas14,36,40. Firmicutes are the most predominant phy-
lum in the faecal microbiome of a wide range of mammalian species ranging from 9.4 to 95.4% relative 
abundance. Bacteriodetes usually occupy the second largest portion of gut microbial communities with 
abundances varying from 76.2% to 0.6% in bisons. Proteobacteria were detected at very low abundance 
as previously reported in wild koalas, kangaroos and wallabies, primates, dogs and cats, but in contrast 
to pandas, pygmy lorises, cows, bisons and chimpanzees, where this phylum represents 15.8 to 30.6% of 
the total. The relative abundance of Bacteroidetes and Firmicutes varied strongly among the two cap-
tive koalas (Fig. 1; Suppl. Fig. 1), but this variation has also been documented within and across other 

Figure 3.  Heatmap analysis of the most abundant bacterial genera detected across all samples. The 
heatmap depicts the relative percentage of 16S rRNA gene sequences assigned to each bacterial genus (y 
axis) across the 8 samples analysed (x axis). The heatmap colors represent the relative percentage of the 
microbial genus assignments within each sample. Square colors shifted towards bright blue indicate higher 
abundance. The relative abundance values of each genus for each sample are reported in Suppl. Tab. 4.
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mammalian species (Suppl. Tab. 5). Indeed, the Firmicutes to Bacteroidetes ratio (FB ratio) is generally 
close to 3:1 in mammals, but can change according to different variables such as host species, diet, age 
or sample type9. Here, individual SN265 presented the lowest FB ratio (FB = 0.12) (Suppl. Tab. 5), but 
was not very different from cats (FB = 0.17)41. In contrast, the FB ratio of individual SN241 (FB = 1.84) 
was well within the range of FB documented for other species and particularly close to the one found in 
tammar wallaby (FB = 1.48)36.

Inter-individual differences in microbiomes.  The origin of the inter-individual differences in 
microbiome composition observed in mouth, rectal and faecal samples is unclear, but such differences 
are also detected in other species42. For example, 70% of the phylotypes existing in the human gastro-
intestinal microbiota have been shown to be subject-specific, with no phylotype being present at an 
abundance higher than 0.5% in all subjects43. This variation may result from competitive exclusion of 
phylotypes belonging to the same functional group which may select taxa differently depending on the 

Figure 4.  Heatmap analysis of the main bacterial phyla detected across mammalian species. The 
heatmap depicts the relative percentage of 16S rRNA gene sequences assigned to each bacterial phylum (y 
axis) across different mammalian species (x axis). The heatmap colors represent the relative percentage of 
the microbial phylum assignments within each species. Square colors shifted towards bright green indicate 
higher abundance. When a study reports average abundance values for more species, it is indicated how 
many species where used in the study. When more than one study per species is available, each study is 
indicated with a different letter. Blank squares correspond to NA, i.e. not available data, for those phyla for 
which the abundance values were not reported in the corresponding publication. The relative abundance 
values of each phylum for each species are reported in Suppl. Tab. 5.
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internal environment44. Accordingly, human gut microbial communities exhibit a functional redundancy, 
such that even very different bacterial populations can achieve the same function39. Another possibility is 
an underlying but unobserved gastrointestinal pathology that may have altered the microbiome of one or 
both koalas although both were clinically healthy at the time of sampling. As the same extraction meth-
ods and identical independent triplicate PCR protocols were employed for all samples, the hypothesis of 
a purely methodological origin for the observed variation is unlikely.

Are faeces a good proxy for the gastrointestinal microbiome?.  Faeces are the most commonly 
used sample type for gut microbiome investigation in mammals. This is the first study to directly com-
pare the gut microbiome profiles obtained by high-throughput sequencing from faecal and rectal sam-
ples. We found that rectal and faecal bacterial communities were phylogenetically distinct based on 
weighted PCoA (Suppl. Fig. 2B), unweighted PCoA (Fig.  2A) and UPGMA (Fig.  2B). This result is 
consistent with a human study in which samples from the oral and digestive tract clustered strongly 
by gastrointestinal site and the multiple colonic samples (including rectal samples) were distinct from 
stool34. Our results contrast with those of Barker et al. 201314 where stool samples and colon content 
from a healthy wild koala were not distinct, but the higher sequencing depth of our study increases the 
sensitivity of the analysis.

For SN265 the rectal swab and the faeces exhibited similar microbiomes at the phylum level, which 
were dominated by Bacteroidetes (72 & 87.6%, for the abundance in rectum and faeces respectively) fol-
lowed in abundance by Firmicutes (10.9 & 13.1%) (Fig. 1). In this individual, the rectal swab and faecal 
sample were thus correlated at the phylum (Spearman´s correlation test, ρ = 0.66, p = 0.027) and genus 
(ρ = 0.61, p < 0.0001) level when comparing the relative abundances of the most abundant phyla and 
genera (see methods for details). However, the microbial profiles exhibited by SN241 strongly differed 
between rectal and faecal samples: Proteobacteria were highly abundant (56.5%) in the rectal swab, but 
were almost absent (0.7%) in the faecal sample, which conversely was dominated by Firmicutes (63.6%). 
Firmicutes represented only a minor component in the rectal swab (4.1%). Bacteroidetes were similarly 
abundant between the two samples (26.6 & 34.5%) (Fig. 1). Accordingly, the profiles of SN241 showed no 
significant correlation at the phylum level (ρ = 0.24, p = 0.48) and a negative correlation was present at the 
genus level (ρ = −0.40, p = 0.001). These results are consistent with a previous study which observed that 
the composition of the microbiota changes as the gut contents are moved through the colon to the rec-
tum and then excreted, with these changes attributed to differences in substrates, pH and water content45.

The findings here suggest that the microbiota does not simply change, but may lose microbial diver-
sity as it moves from the gut to faeces. Indeed, the rectal swabs had higher diversity than faecal samples 
according to alpha diversity (Suppl. Fig. 3; Suppl. Tab. 3). Furthermore, when each sample was examined 
for the presence/absence of the most abundant genera, only 27-34% of the genera that were found in the 
rectal swabs were also detected in the faecal samples (Suppl. Tab. 6). Accordingly, rectal swabs and faecal 
samples showed no significant similarity in both koalas when compared both at the phylum and genus 
level (Jaccard´s index = 0.27–0.6, p > 0.05) (Suppl. Table. 6). A majority (66–73%) of genera found in the 
rectal swabs were not found in the faeces. Conversely, all the genera that were found in the faeces were 
found in the rectal swabs, and thus there were no unique genera in the faecal samples (Suppl. Table. 6; 
Fig. 5). The pattern of presence/absence was exactly the same in both koalas, which was confirmed both 
at the genus and phylum level (Suppl. Tab. 6) without significant differences between the two koalas 
(Fisher´s exact test: p = 0.477 for genus level; p ~ 1 for phylum level). Therefore, according to our results, 
faeces represent only a subsample of the complex bacterial communities inhabiting the gut environment 
and caution should be used when faecal samples are used to investigate gut microbial diversity.

Figure 5.  A Venn diagram showing the overlap between the rectal swab and the faeces of koala SN265 
in the most abundant genera detected. While 15 genera were shared between rectal swab and faeces, and 
41 genera were detected only in the rectal swab, there were no genera unique to the faeces.
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Are captive koalas a good proxy for wild microbiome?.  The use of captive animals as repre-
sentative of wild individuals has practical and logistical benefits, particularly for microbiome research 
where access to animal samples is facilitated in captivity. However, several lines of evidence suggest that 
different factors associated with captivity may interfere with gut microbiome composition. For example, 
obesity is known to cause shifts in gut microbiome composition in humans46, mice47 and is a possible 
consequence of captivity in zoos, where food is generally of high-quality and easily available, as reported 
in lemurs48. The artificial nature of the zoo environment can cause dietary and behavioural changes, for 
example in wide-ranging carnivores for which captivity constrains natural activities such as hunting and 
ranging, obesity can be a consequence.

In general, differences in gut microbiome composition of wild and captive individuals can be expected 
for species for which diet and activity patterns in captivity are markedly different than in nature. 
Differences between the microbiome of captive and wild animals are however less likely to happen for 
herbivorous species49, as reported in studies comparing the gut microbiomes of wild and captive pandas8 
and of domestic and feral goats17. Accordingly, our results show that captivity does not appear to strongly 
influence the koala faecal microbiome at the phylum level. Wild koala gastrointestinal samples exhibited 
the same dominance of Firmicutes and Bacteroidetes detected in captive koalas with a FB ratio changing 
considerably across different areas of the hindgut but close to 3:1 in the faeces of the healthy individual14. 
In the diseased wild koala, Firmicutes were even more dominant. At the genus level the profiles of wild 
and captive koalas were also very similar. In both the present study and Barker et al. 201314, Bacteroidetes 
were mainly represented by Bacteroides, Parabacteroides and Alistipes (Fig. 3; Suppl. Tab. 4), which are 
common members of the microbiota of mammalian distal intestines. The percentages varied, especially 
for Bacteroides, in accordance with the higher levels of Bacteroidetes detected in one of the captive koa-
las. The majority of Firmicutes were identified as unknown (Incertae sedis) and uncultured Clostridiales. 
Many Firmicutes in the present study were assigned to the family Lachnospiraceae which is abundant 
in the digestive tracts of many mammals50. Except for the captive koala individual where Firmicutes 
had low abundances (SN265), Ruminococcus dominated. Not surprisingly this genus includes important 
cellulose-degrading species51. Phascolarctobacterium, which was originally isolated from koala faeces, but 
is also broadly distributed in human gastrointestinal tract as subdominant member52, was also identified 
in both this study and Barker et al. 201314. Consistently the faecal microbial profiles of the two wild and 
the two captive koalas were significantly correlated (ρ = 0.64–0.94, p = 0.0001–0.033) at the phylum level 
(Suppl. Tab. 7). The phyla presence/absence profiles were almost identical in the four different koalas 
with only 10 differences among the 66 possible pairwise comparisons between the four koalas (Suppl. 
Tab. 8) showing a very consistent bacterial community composition across the four different samples. 
Accordingly each pair of samples compared showed high significant similarity (Jaccard´s index = 0.8–1, 
p < 0.05) (Suppl. Tab. 9). Therefore we can conclude that captivity does not result in major alterations of 
koala gut microbiome compared to wild conditions when determined from faecal samples.

Our findings therefore suggest that koalas do not face diet related microbiome alterations in captiv-
ity. In zoos they are fed a diet almost identical to their natural one, which is based almost exclusively 
on Eucalyptus leaves. Koalas have evolved an adaptive flexibility that enables them to exploit various 
Eucalyptus species with a preference of about 50 different varieties out of over 800 existing ones. This 
diet is easily reproducible in zoos and koalas from this study, for example, were regularly fed 54 different 
species of Eucalyptus (personal communication of the zoo curator). We conclude that its unique diet, 
combined with a sedentary lifestyle facilitates koala nutritional management in captivity compared to 
other mammals and this is reflected in the similarity between wild and captive koala microbiomes.

Conclusion
The current study compared the microbial communities from multiple body regions of two captive koa-
las, including the eye and rectum, which are rarely described in the literature of mammal microbiome 
research. Therefore, getting a wider range of sample types per koala rather than a single sample type 
from multiple individuals was the priority. The results suggest that the koala eye microbiome is similar 
to that of other mammals though with some unique aspects observed. The oral and rectal microbiomes 
do not indicate any major shift in bacterial content that might be attributable to strong adaptive pres-
sure from the Eucalyptus diet. However, the faecal microbiomes represented a subset of rectal microbial 
diversity suggesting the benefits of non-invasive samples such as faeces may be outweighed by the mixed 
gastrointestinal compartment origin of faecal bacteria. Nevertheless, captivity did not shift microbiome 
communities in koalas. Overall, we recommend future microbiome studies in koalas to be based on 
high-throughput sequencing applied to non-faecal samples. Due to the variation among individuals and 
the difficulty of obtaining wild koala samples, we suggest that analysis of captive individuals may be more 
appropriate for clarifying the numerous sources of koala microbial variation.

Materials and Methods
Koala Samples.  Conjunctival, oral, rectal swabs and faecal samples were obtained from two captive 
koalas from the Tiergarten Schönbrunn in Vienna, Austria: Bilyarra (Pci-SN241; where “SN” is the stud-
book number), a 14 year old male and Mirra Li (Pci-SN265), a 12 year old female. The sample size was 
constrained by the small size of the captive koala population in Europe, by the fact that that most zoos 
have few koalas in their collections, and by the difficulty of collecting invasive samples, such as rectal 
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and conjunctival swabs. The two koalas were healthy with no pathological condition observed after blood 
tests, serological, parasitological and bacteriological examination, and had not received any antibiotic 
treatment for at least the previous 12 years. The faecal samples were collected immediately after defeca-
tion. Samples were stored in RNAlater® solution at room temperature until processed.

DNA Extraction.  Conjunctival, oral and rectal swabs were processed for DNA extraction using a 
QIAamp® DNA Mini kit (Qiagen, Hilden, Germany) according to manufacturer’s instructions. Genomic 
DNA was extracted from the faecal samples using a NucleoSpin® Tissue kit (Macherey-Nagel, Düren, 
Germany) following the protocol provided by the supplier. 50 mg of material were used of each fae-
cal sample. DNA concentration was determined with a NanoDrop® (ND-1000) spectrophotometer 
(Nanodrop Technologies, Wilmington, DE, USA).

Polymerase Chain Reaction.  Universal primers 27F (5´-AGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG-3´) and 
338R (5´-TGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGT-3´)53 were used for PCR amplification of the V1–V2 hypervar-
iable regions of the bacterial 16S rRNA gene. Each sample was amplified in three replicate reactions to 
minimize stochastic PCR bias. Each 25 μl PCR reaction contained approximately 200 ng of DNA tem-
plate, 12.5 μl MyTaq HS Mix (2x), 1.5 μl each primer (10 μM) and sterile distilled water to volume. The 
amplification conditions were as follows: 4 min of initial denaturation at 94 °C, followed by 16–26 cycles 
(according to the sample) of denaturation at 94 °C for 15 sec, annealing at 55 °C for 20 sec, and extension 
at 72 °C for 10 sec, with the last cycle followed by a 10 sec extension step at 72 °C. Water was used in the 
place of a DNA template as a negative control. After being visualized on a 1.5% agarose gel, the three 
replicate PCR products for each sample were pooled and purified using the MSB® Spin PCRapace kit 
(STRATEC Molecular GmbH, Berlin, Germany) according to manufacturer’s protocol and eluted in 25 μl 
elution buffer. The PCR negative samples were also pooled and treated as a sample to monitor possible 
PCR contamination.

Illumina Library Preparation and Sequencing.  Illumina sequencing libraries were generated as 
described in Meyer and Kircher 201054 with some modifications as described in Supplementary Methods. 
The libraries were first amplified in a 50 μl volume reaction using 5 μl of DNA library, 0.5 μl Herculase 
II Fusion DNA Polymerase (Agilent Technologies Inc.), 10 μl Herculase II Reaction Buffer (5x), 0.5 μl 
dNTPs (25 mM), 1 μl Single Index Primer P5 (10 μM), 1 μl Illumina Index Primer P7 (10 μM) and sterile 
distilled water to volume. A unique P7 Index Primer was used for each library to allow for subsequent 
sample discrimination after the sequencing of pooled libraries. Each library was amplified in three rep-
licate reactions to minimize amplification bias in individual PCRs. PCR cycling conditions consisted 
of initial denaturation for 5 min at 95 °C, followed by 10 cycles of 30 sec denaturation at 95 °C, 30 sec 
annealing at 60 °C and 40 sec elongation at 72 °C. A final 7 min elongation step at 72 °C completed the 
reaction. The three replicate PCR products for each sample were pooled and purified using the QIAquick 
PCR Purification Kit (Qiagen, Hilden, Germany) and eluted in 40 μl elution buffer. A negative control 
extraction library was also prepared and indexed separately to monitor any contamination introduced 
during the experiment.

Amplified libraries were quantified using the 2200 TapeStation (Agilent Technologies Inc.) on D1K 
ScreenTapes. The indexed DNA libraries were then pooled at equimolar concentrations for paired-end 
sequencing (2 × 250) on an Illumina MiSeq v2 platform at the Danish National High-Throughput DNA 
Sequencing Centre in Copenhagen, Denmark.

Ethics Statement.  All experiments involving koala tissues were approved by the Internal Ethics 
Committee of the Leibniz Institute for Zoo and Wildlife Research, approval number 2012-09-06. All 
koala samples were obtained in accordance with the approved guidelines of the Leibniz Institute for Zoo 
and Wildlife Research and of Tiergarten Schönbrunn.

Bioinformatics and Statistical Analysis.  A total of 2,584,237 paired-end sequence reads 250 bp 
long were generated (Suppl. Tab. 10) and then sorted by index sequences. 87.5% of paired-end reads 
were successfully merged reads into single reads. After primer and quality trimming, overall 2,064,872 
sequences (91.2%) were retained. Quality trimmed reads were analysed using the Quantitative Insights 
Into Microbial Ecology (QIIME) pipeline software (version 1.6.0) (http://qiime.org). A further quality fil-
tering step was performed using split_libraries_fastq.py command within the QIIME package to remove 
reads containing ambiguous bases.

Sequences were clustered into Operational Taxomonic Units (OTUs) based on 97% sequence similar-
ity and the most abundant sequence within an OTU was chosen as the OTU’s representative sequence. 
The representative sequences were then aligned and taxonomically classified against the SILVA reference 
database, release108 (SILVA 108; http://www.arb-silva.de). Chimeras were removed from the represent-
ative set, together with singletons and chloroplast sequences. Removal of these sequences left a total of 
7,843 OTUs (Suppl. Tab. 10). OTUs with an abundance <0.1% of the total read count were removed from 
the OTU table to simplify the visualization of the results. This way lists of the “most abundant” phyla 
and genera were generated. Taxonomy summaries with relative abundance data at the phylum and genus 

http://qiime.org
http://www.arb-silva.de
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level were subsequently generated. More details about bioinformatic software and parameters used are 
available in the Supplementary Methods.

We calculated alpha and beta diversity metrics along with rarefaction plots from the complete 
OTU table using QIIME. The rarefaction curves tended to level off after approximately 100,000 reads 
demonstrating high coverage depth (Suppl. Fig. 5). Alpha diversity indices (within sample diversity) 
- Phylogenetic Distance, Shannon diversity index and Evenness - were calculated at a sequence depth 
of 161,378 reads/sample for 10,000 times and then averaged. The selected maximum sampling depth 
corresponded to the minimum number of quality reads obtained from any individual sample in the 
dataset. Phylogenetic distance (PD) is a measure of biodiversity that considers phylogenetic difference 
between species. Evenness measure how equally a community is numerically distributed among the spe-
cies. Shannon diversity index (H) takes into account both abundance and evenness of species present in 
a community. Beta diversity (between samples diversity) was estimated by computing from the phyloge-
netic tree the unweighted and weighted UniFrac distances55 between samples at the same sequence depth. 
UniFrac distances describe the dissimilarity among samples by assessing the evolutionary distances of 
bacterial phylotypes observed. Unweighted UniFrac only considers the presence/absence of taxa, while 
weighted UniFrac takes into account the differences in taxa abundance. UniFrac distance matrices 
were visualised using principal coordinates analysis (PCoA). The Unweighted Pair Group Method with 
Arithmetic Mean (UPGMA) for clustering of samples was performed as an alternative hierarchical clus-
tering method to interpret the Unifrac distance matrix. The robustness of the UPGMA tree was estimated 
using jackknife based on 1,000 replicates running the jackknifed_beta_diversity.py workflow in QIIME.

The results from QIIME were further analysed using the statistical software R version 3.1.0 (http://
www.R-project.org). To test whether the body region or the individual had a significant influence on 
the similarity among our samples measured by unweighted Unifrac distance, we performed a permu-
tational MANOVA using the function adonis of the package “vegan”. We decided to focus only on the 
unweighted UniFrac because we considered it a safer measurement of similarity. Indeed, this distance 
is independent of abundance data and therefore less susceptible to variation due to methodology (e.g. 
PCR). Heatmaps were generated using the heatmap.2 function from the package “gplots”. We calculated 
the mean and the standard deviation of the three alpha diversity metrics over the 10,000 iterations for 
each sample. We also measured the mean of the differences of the indices values among the four sample 
types for each koala across the 10,000 iterations and the 95% confidence intervals of the differences. To 
assess the similarity between rectal and faecal communities for each koala, the relative abundances of the 
most abundant phyla and genera detected in each sample were compared. For the comparison between 
the faecal communities of the captive koalas and of the wild koalas from Barker et al. 201314, the relative 
abundances of the eleven phyla detected in both studies (calculated from complete OTU lists) were used. 
The comparisons were performed using the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients (ρ) using the cor.test 
function in R. Unequal sampling depth could bias the correlation value because of the presence of many 
low abundance taxa in the samples. Indeed, those taxa may have been detected in samples characterized 
by higher number of reads set but not in those with less reads. We therefore subsampled (randomly, 
without replacement) the data sets to match the minimum number of reads in one of the samples so that 
each sample was represented by the same number of reads. Contingency tables with presence/absence 
data of the most abundant phyla and genera from the rectal swabs and faecal samples, and the phyla 
detected in the captive and wild koalas were created in R. Fisher´s exact test was performed in R in order 
to test if there was any significant difference between the two koalas and between phylum and genus 
level in the pattern of the distribution of the taxa among rectal swabs and faecal samples. We decided to 
compare only the phyla detected in our study with the ones detected in Barker et al. 201314, but not the 
genera because the different methods (extraction, PCR primers, sequencing) used in the two studies may 
not allow a comparison at such fine taxonomic resolution. Jaccard’s coefficient56 was also calculated to 
measure the similarity between the bacterial communities for each pair of samples compared. Jaccard’s 
index was chosen since we decided not to count double-zeros, i.e. the absence of a taxon from two sam-
ples, to compute similarity. It ranges from 0 to 1, where 0 means no similarity between the two analysed 
samples and 1 complete similarity. To determine if the values for the index differed from what would be 
expected at random, we compared the observed similarity values with the table of statistical significance 
at P = 0.05 of lower and upper critical values57, for the total number of taxa present in either of the two 
samples being compared.

References
1.	 Eberhard, I. H., McNamara, J., Pearse, R. J. & Southwell, I. A. Ingestion and excretion of Eucalyptus punctata DC and its essential 

oil by the Koala, Phascolarctos cinereus (Goldfuss). Aust. J. Zool. 23, 169–179 (1975).
2.	 Cork, S. J., Hume, I. D. & Dawson, T. J. Digestion and metabolism of a natural foliar diet (Eucalyptus punctata) by an arboreal 

marsupial, the koala (Phascolarctos cinereus). J. Comp. Physiol. B 153, 181–190 (1983).
3.	 Higgins, A. L., Bercovitch, F. B., Tobey, J. R. & Andrus, C. H. Dietary specialization and Eucalyptus species preferences in 

Queensland koalas (Phascolarctos cinereus). Zoo Biol. 30, 52–58, doi:10.1002/zoo.20312 (2011).
4.	 McKenzie, R. A. The caceum of the Koala, Phascolarctos cinereus: Light, scanning and transmission electron microscopic 

observations on its epithelium and flora. Aust. J. Zool. 26, 249–256 (1978).
5.	 Krockenberger, A. K. & Hume, I. D. A flexible digestive strategy accommodates the nutritional demands of reproduction in a 

free-living folivore, the Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus). Funct. Ecol. 21, 748–756 (2007).
6.	 Osawa, R. Tannin-protein complex-degrading enterobacteria isolated from the alimentary tracts of koalas and a selective 

medium for their enumeration. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 58, 1754–1759 (1992).

http://www.R-project.org
http://www.R-project.org


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 1Scientific Reports | 5:10189 | DOI: 10.1038/srep10189

7.	 Osawa, R. et al. E. Lonepinella koalarum gen nov., sp nov., a new tannin–protein complex degrading bacterium. Syst. Appl. 
Microbiol. 18, 368–373 (1995).

8.	 Zhu, L., Wu, Q., Dai, J., Zhang, S. & Wei, F. Evidence of cellulose metabolism by the giant panda gut microbiome. Proc. Natl. 
Acad. Sci. USA. 108, 17714–17719, doi:10.1073/pnas.1017956108 (2011).

9.	 Ley, R. E. et al. Evolution of mammals and their gut microbes. Science 320, 1647–1651, doi:10.1126/science.1155725 (2008).
10.	 Ley, R. E., Turnbaugh, P. J., Klein, S. & Gordon, J. I. Microbial ecology: human gut microbes associated with obesity. Nature 444, 

1022–1023, doi:10.1038/4441022a (2006).
11.	 Muegge, B. D. et al. Diet drives convergence in gut microbiome functions across mammalian phylogeny and within humans. 

Science 332, 970–974, doi:10.1126/science.1198719 (2011).
12.	 De Filippo, C. et al. Impact of diet in shaping gut microbiota revealed by a comparative study in children from Europe and rural 

Africa. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 107, 14691–14696, doi:10.1073/pnas.1005963107 (2010).
13.	 Turnbaugh, P. J. et al. The effect of diet on the human gut microbiome: a metagenomic analysis in humanized gnotobiotic mice. 

Sci. Transl. Med. 1, 6ra14, doi:10.1126/scitranslmed.3000322 (2009).
14.	 Barker, C. J., Gillett, A., Polkinghorne, A. & Timms, P. Investigation of the koala (Phascolarctos cinereus) hindgut microbiome 

via 16S pyrosequencing. Vet. Microbiol. 167, 554–564, doi:10.1016/j.vetmic.2013.08.025 (2013).
15.	 Amato, K. R. et al. Habitat degradation impacts black howler monkey (Alouatta pigra) gastrointestinal microbiomes. Isme J. 7, 

1344–1353, doi:10.1038/ismej.2013.16 (2013).
16.	 Li, J. et al. The saliva microbiome of Pan and Homo. BMC Microbiol. 13, 204, doi:10.1186/1471-2180-13-204 (2013).
17.	 De Jesus-Laboy, K. M. et al. Comparison of the fecal microbiota in feral and domestic goats. Genes (Basel) 3, 1–18, doi:10.3390/

genes3010001 (2011).
18.	 Kong, F. et al. Characterization of the gut microbiota in the red panda (Ailurus fulgens). PLoS One 9, e87885, doi:10.1371/journal.

pone.0087885 (2014).
19.	 Cockram, F. A. & Jackson, A. R. Keratoconjunctivitis of the koala, Phascolarctos cinereus, caused by Chlamydia psittaci. J. Wildl. 

Dis. 17, 497–504 (1981).
20.	 Polkinghorne, A., Hanger, J. & Timms, P. Recent advances in understanding the biology, epidemiology and control of chlamydial 

infections in koalas. Vet. Microbiol. 165, 214–223, doi:10.1016/j.vetmic.2013.02.026 (2013).
21.	 Tarlinton, R., Meers, J., Hanger, J. & Young, P. Real-time reverse transcriptase PCR for the endogenous koala retrovirus reveals 

an association between plasma viral load and neoplastic disease in koalas. J. Gen. Virol. 86, 783–787, doi:10.1099/vir.0.80547-0 
(2005).

22.	 Sonnenburg, J. L. & Fischbach, M. A. Community health care: therapeutic opportunities in the human microbiome. Sci. Transl. 
Med. 3, 78ps12, doi:10.1126/scitranslmed.3001626 (2011).

23.	 Dong, Q. et al. Diversity of bacteria at healthy human conjunctiva. Invest. Ophthalmol. Vis. Sci. 52, 5408–5413, doi:10.1167/
iovs.10-6939 (2011).

24.	 Lee, S. H., Oh, D. H., Jung, J. Y., Kim, J. C. & Jeon, C. O. Comparative ocular microbial communities in humans with and without 
blepharitis. Invest. Ophthalmol. Vis. Sci. 53, 5585–5593, doi:10.1167/iovs.12-9922 (2012).

25.	 Willcox, M. D. Characterization of the normal microbiota of the ocular surface. Exp. Eye. Res. 117, 99–105, doi:10.1016/j.
exer.2013.06.003 (2013).

26.	 Chhour, K. L., Hinds, L. A., Jacques, N. A. & Deane, E. M. An observational study of the microbiome of the maternal pouch 
and saliva of the tammar wallaby, Macropus eugenii, and of the gastrointestinal tract of the pouch young. Microbiol. 156, 798–808, 
doi:10.1099/mic.0.031997-0 (2010).

27.	 Lowe, B. A. et al. Defining the “core microbiome” of the microbial communities in the tonsils of healthy pigs. BMC Microbiol. 
12, 20, doi:10.1186/1471-2180-12-20 (2012).

28.	 Dewhirst, F. E. et al. The canine oral microbiome. PLoS One 7, e36067, doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0036067 (2012).
29.	 Sturgeon, A., Stull, J. W., Costa, M. C. & Weese, J. S. Metagenomic analysis of the canine oral cavity as revealed by high-

throughput pyrosequencing of the 16S rRNA gene. Vet. Microbiol. 162, 891–898, doi:10.1016/j.vetmic.2012.11.018 (2013).
30.	 Bik, E. M. et al. Bacterial diversity in the oral cavity of 10 healthy individuals. Isme J. 4, 962–974, doi:10.1038/ismej.2010.30 

(2010).
31.	 Keijser, B. J. et al. Pyrosequencing analysis of the oral microflora of healthy adults. J. Dent. Res. 87, 1016–1020 (2008).
32.	 Ahn, J. et al. Oral microbiome profiles: 16S rRNA pyrosequencing and microarray assay comparison. PLoS One 6, e22788, 

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0022788 (2011).
33.	 Zaura, E., Keijser, B. J., Huse, S. M. & Crielaard, W. Defining the healthy “core microbiome” of oral microbial communities. BMC 

Microbiol. 9, 259, doi:10.1186/1471-2180-9-259 (2009).
34.	 Stearns, J. C. et al. Bacterial biogeography of the human digestive tract. Sci. Rep. 1, 170, doi:10.1038/srep00170 (2011).
35.	 Jolivet-Gougeon, A., Sixou, J. L., Tamanai-Shacoori, Z. & Bonnaure-Mallet, M. Antimicrobial treatment of Capnocytophaga 

infections. Int. J. Antimicrob. Agents 29, 367–373, doi:10.1016/j.ijantimicag.2006.10.005 (2007).
36.	 Chhour, K. L., Hinds, L. A., Deane, E. M. & Jacques, N. A. The microbiome of the cloacal openings of the urogenital and anal 

tracts of the tammar wallaby, Macropus eugenii. Microbiol. 154, 1535–1543, doi:10.1099/mic.0.2007/014803-0 (2008).
37.	 Yu, G., Fadrosh, D., Ma, B., Ravel, J. & Goedert, J. J. Anal microbiota profiles in HIV-positive and HIV-negative MSM. Aids 28, 

753–760, doi:10.1097/qad.0000000000000154 (2014).
38.	 Xu, J., Chiang, H. C., Bjursell, M. K. & Gordon, J. I. Message from a human gut symbiont: sensitivity is a prerequisite for sharing. 

Trends Microbiol. 12, 21–28 (2004).
39.	 Arumugam, M. et al. Enterotypes of the human gut microbiome. Nature 473, 174–180, doi:10.1038/nature09944 (2011).
40.	 Gulino, L. M. et al. Shedding light on the microbial community of the macropod foregut using 454-amplicon pyrosequencing. 

PLoS One 8, e61463, doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061463 (2013).
41.	 Tun, H. M. et al. Gene-centric metagenomics analysis of feline intestinal microbiome using 454 junior pyrosequencing. J. 

Microbiol. Methods 88, 369–376, doi:10.1016/j.mimet.2012.01.001 (2012).
42.	 Human Microbiome Project Consortium et al. Structure, function and diversity of the healthy human microbiome. Nature 486, 

207–214, doi:10.1038/nature11234 (2012).
43.	 Turnbaugh, P. J. et al. A core gut microbiome in obese and lean twins. Nature 457, 480–484, doi:10.1038/nature07540 (2009).
44.	 Faust, K. et al. Microbial co-occurrence relationships in the human microbiome. PLoS Comput. Biol. 8, e1002606, doi:10.1371/

journal.pcbi.1002606 (2012).
45.	 Mai, V., Ukhanova, M. & Baer, D. J. Understanding the Extent and Sources of Variation in Gut Microbiota Studies; a Prerequisite 

for Establishing Associations with Disease. Diversity 2, 1085–1096 (2010).
46.	 Ley, R. E. Obesity and the human microbiome. Curr. Opin. Gastroenterol. 26, 5–11, doi:10.1097/MOG.0b013e328333d751 (2010).
47.	 Ley, R. E. et al. Obesity alters gut microbial ecology. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA. 102, 11070–11075, doi:10.1073/pnas.0504978102 

(2005).
48.	 Schwitzer, C. & Kaumanns, W. Body weights of ruffed lemurs (Varecia variegata) in European zoos with reference to the problem 

of obesity. Zoo Biol. 20, 261–269 (2001).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 2Scientific Reports | 5:10189 | DOI: 10.1038/srep10189

49.	 Delsuc, F. et al. Convergence of gut microbiomes in myrmecophagous mammals. Mol. Ecol. 23, 1301–1317, doi:10.1111/
mec.12501 (2014).

50.	 Meehan, C. J. & Beiko, R. G. A phylogenomic view of ecological specialization in the Lachnospiraceae, a family of digestive 
tract-associated bacteria. Genome Biol. Evol. 6, 703–713, doi:10.1093/gbe/evu050 (2014).

51.	 Flint, H. J., Bayer, E. A., Rincon, M. T., Lamed, R. & White, B. A. Polysaccharide utilization by gut bacteria: potential for new 
insights from genomic analysis. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 6, 121–131, doi:10.1038/nrmicro1817 (2008).

52.	 Watanabe, Y., Nagai, F. & Morotomi, M. Characterization of Phascolarctobacterium succinatutens sp. nov., an asaccharolytic, 
succinate-utilizing bacterium isolated from human feces. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 78, 511–518, doi:10.1128/aem.06035-11 
(2012).

53.	 Suzuki, M. T. & Giovannoni, S. J. Bias caused by template annealing in the amplification of mixtures of 16S rRNA genes by PCR. 
Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 62, 625–630 (1996).

54.	 Meyer, M. & Kircher, M. Illumina sequencing library preparation for highly multiplexed target capture and sequencing. Cold 
Spring Harb. Protoc. 2010, pdb.prot5448, doi:10.1101/pdb.prot5448 (2010).

55.	 Lozupone, C. & Knight, R. UniFrac: a new phylogenetic method for comparing microbial communities. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 
71, 8228–8235, doi:10.1128/aem.71.12.8228-8235.2005 (2005).

56.	 Jaccard, P. Nouvelles recherches sur la distribution florale. Bull. Soc. Vaudoise Sci. nat. 44, 223–270 (1908).
57.	 Real, R. Tables of significant values of Jaccard’s index of similarity. Misc. Zoologica 22, 29–40 (1999).

Acknowledgments
The authors wish to thank Karin Hönig for technical support. This study was supported in part by funds 
from Grant Number R01GM092706 from the National Institute of General Medical Sciences (NIGMS). 
The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily represent the official views 
of the NIGMS or the National Institutes of Health.

Author Contributions
N.A. and A.D.G. designed the project; H.V. collected and provided the samples; N.A. performed all 
laboratory experiments; N.A. and A.C analyzed the data; N.A., P.T., A.L.R. and A.D.G. discussed the 
results and wrote the manuscript.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at http://www.nature.com/srep
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.
How to cite this article: Alfano, N. et al. Variation in koala microbiomes within and between 
individuals: effect of body region and captivity status. Sci. Rep. 5, 10189; doi: 10.1038/srep10189 (2015).

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The 
images or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Com-

mons license, unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the 
Creative Commons license, users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce 
the material. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Variation in koala microbiomes within and between individuals: effect of body region and captivity status
	Introduction
	Results & Discussion
	General microbiome characteristics
	Eye microbiome
	Oral microbiome
	Rectal microbiome
	Faecal microbiome
	Inter-individual differences in microbiomes
	Are faeces a good proxy for the gastrointestinal microbiome?
	Are captive koalas a good proxy for wild microbiome?

	Conclusion
	Materials and Methods
	Koala Samples
	DNA Extraction
	Polymerase Chain Reaction
	Illumina Library Preparation and Sequencing
	Ethics Statement
	Bioinformatics and Statistical Analysis

	Additional Information
	Acknowledgements
	References



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                Variation in koala microbiomes within and between individuals: effect of body region and captivity status
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2015). doi:10.1038/srep10189
            
         
          
             
                Niccoló Alfano
                Alexandre Courtiol
                Hanna Vielgrader
                Peter Timms
                Alfred L. Roca
                Alex D. Greenwood
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep10189
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2015 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2015 Macmillan Publishers Limited
          10.1038/srep10189
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep10189
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep10189
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2015). doi:10.1038/srep10189
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




