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Abstract

Objective

The microbiome has been implicated in the pathogenesis of a number of allergic and inflam-

matory diseases. The mucosa affected by eosinophilic esophagitis (EoE) is composed of a

stratified squamous epithelia and contains intraepithelial eosinophils. To date, no studies

have identified the esophageal microbiome in patients with EoE or the impact of treatment

on these organisms. The aim of this study was to identify the esophageal microbiome in

EoE and determine whether treatments change this profile. We hypothesized that clinically

relevant alterations in bacterial populations are present in different forms of esophagitis.

Design

In this prospective study, secretions from the esophageal mucosa were collected from chil-

dren and adults with EoE, Gastroesophageal Reflux Disease (GERD) and normal mucosa

using the Esophageal String Test (EST). Bacterial load was determined using quantitative

PCR. Bacterial communities, determined by 16S rRNA gene amplification and 454 pyrose-

quencing, were compared between health and disease.

Results

Samples from a total of 70 children and adult subjects were examined. Bacterial load was

increased in both EoE and GERD relative to normal subjects. In subjects with EoE, load
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was increased regardless of treatment status or degree of mucosal eosinophilia compared

with normal. Haemophilus was significantly increased in untreated EoE subjects as com-

pared with normal subjects. Streptococcus was decreased in GERD subjects on proton

pump inhibition as compared with normal subjects.

Conclusions

Diseases associated with mucosal eosinophilia are characterized by a different microbiome

from that found in the normal mucosa. Microbiota may contribute to esophageal inflamma-

tion in EoE and GERD.

Introduction
The increasing use of culture independent techniques has provided a wealth of information
documenting changes in the microbiome during health and disease. The microbiome associat-
ed with mucosal surfaces has clearly emerged as an important participant in initiating or per-
petuating inflammatory states. In addition, a number of factors, including medications and
nutrition, may contribute to the load and composition of the intestinal microbiome.

Over the last decade, increasing clinical recognition of eosinophilic esophagitis (EoE)
sparked a number of studies examining it pathogenesis. While these studies have identified a
number of genes, pathogenetic pathways and co-morbid features, several factors provide a
framework for considering a primary or secondary role of an altered microbiome in EoE. For
example, basal zone hyperplasia in response to IL-13 may contribute to decreased mucosal bar-
rier function as a primary factor [1], whereas esophageal eosinophils may alter the host micro-
environment and perpetuate the disease and thus contribute as a secondary factor. Eosinophils
are potent reservoirs of a number of anti-microbial products including granule cationic pro-
teins, defensins and DNA-containing extracellular traps (EETs) [2–4]; release of these products
may change the microbiome. Eosinophilic inflammation can disrupt esophageal motility, thus
leading to stasis and proliferation of damaging species. Finally, patients with EoE restrict their
diets due to food allergies, thus potentially changing the substrate for the esophageal bacteria.

On the basis of these findings, we sought to identify the esophageal microbiota in children
and adults with active and inactive EoE. Identification of these microbial communities may
provide clues regarding novel pathogenetic mechanisms and therapeutic targets. We hypothe-
sized that the esophageal microbiota in the mucosa of EoE subjects was different from those
with GERD and normal mucosa. Our findings support a potential role for altered microbiome
in EoE with the affected mucosa harboring more Haemophilus compared to subjects with
GERD or a normal mucosa.

Materials and Methods

Capture of Esophageal microbiome using the Esophageal String Test
(EST)
Children and adults who were undergoing an endoscopy with biopsy to determine causes of
abdominal pain, vomiting, growth failure, dysphagia or histological efficacy of EoE treatment
were enrolled in this study of children and adults from Lurie Children’s Hospital/Stroger Hos-
pital (Chicago) and Children’s Hospital Colorado (Aurora) and Northwestern Hospital (Chi-
cago). Exclusion criteria included age less than 7 years, a history of esophageal stricture or
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narrowing, gelatin allergy or other co-morbidities with increased risk (bleeding diatheses, con-
nective tissue diseases) of endoscopic complications. We included children 7 years and older
because of their ability to swallow a capsule. Histories were taken to record symptoms, allergic
history, family history and medications. Review of endoscopic and pathology records were per-
formed to ensure diagnostic accuracy and determine clinical features [5, 6].

Subject diagnoses were assigned according to the following criteria based on published con-
sensus recommendations [7–9]: (i). Eosinophilic esophagitis (EoE-active)—subjects with
symptoms of esophageal dysfunction, esophageal eosinophilia�15 eosinophils per high power
field; (ii). EoE-remission—subjects diagnosed with EoE as defined above who have undergone
at least 8 weeks of treatment (topical steroids or dietary elimination) and who, at the time of
their endoscopy, were both asymptomatic and showed evidence of histologic remission in
terms of decreased esophageal eosinophil counts<15 eos/hpf. The subjects were not proton
pump inhibitor-responsive esophageal eosinophilia PPI-REE. EoE is a male dominated disease,
more than 70% of our EoE subjects were male (iii). GERD—subjects with symptoms of vomit-
ing or heartburn that had responded to proton pump inhibitors (PPI) and/or had an abnormal
pH impedance monitor of the distal esophagus. Subjects in remission were on PPI treatment at
the time of the endoscopy; (iv). Normal—subjects with symptoms that lead to endoscopic test-
ing (abdominal pain, vomiting, growth failure) and who were found to have endoscopically
and histopathologically normal esophagus. Subjects in this study were not on antibiotic treat-
ment. The night before their upper endoscopic procedure, subjects swallowed the Enterotest™
and underwent endoscopy with biopsy the following day as described previously, the EST for
the microbiome identification was collected in the same mid to distal section of the esophagus
as the biopsy in our previously published work [5, 6].

This study was approved by the Colorado Multiple Institutional Review Board (COMIRB),
Aurora, CO, and the IRBs of the University of Illinois at Chicago, Northwestern University
and Ann & Robert H. Lurie Children’s Hospital of Chicago, Chicago, IL. Written informed
consent and HIPPA authorization were obtained from all participants or from parents or legal
guardians of participants younger than 18 years. Assent was obtained from all participants
under 18 years.

Microbiota identification
Immediately preceding endoscopy, the EST was removed as described previously [5, 6]. A 2 cm
segment of the middle esophagus was collected and snap frozen in liquid nitrogen and kept at
-80°C until DNA extraction was performed. DNA from all samples was extracted using Qiagen
DNAeasy Extraction Kits for blood and tissue according to manufacturer’s specifications (Qia-
gen, Valencia, CA). DNA was amplified in triplicate with barcoded PCR primers targeting V1/
V2 (27F/338R) [10] that include sequencing adaptors, and negative controls were performed
for each barcode. PCR was repeated for any sample where the negative control was positive.
Amplicons were pooled after normalization of DNA concentration (SequalPrep, Invitrogen)
[11], and sequenced using the Roche 454 FLX platform according to manufacturer’s specifica-
tions (Roche, Branford, CT) with an average of 695 sequences (range 112–2555), with Good's
coverage of>94%. Sequence data were assigned to samples of origin using bar code sequences
added during PCR, and screened for basic quality defects (sequences< 200 nucleotides in
length,> 1 sequence ambiguity, best read with quality� 20 over a 10-nucleotide moving win-
dow) by the program BARTAB [12]. Non-bacterial sequences were removed from datasets by
requiring a close match with a bacterial rRNA secondary structure model within Infernal [13].
Sequences identified as potential chimeras by ChimeraSlayer [14] were also removed from
datasets. The Ribosomal Database Project Classifier software was used to make taxonomic
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assignments [15]. Taxonomic information was used to construct sequence groups with identi-
cal taxonomic rank, which were used for bacterial community analyses, and to identify specific
types of bacteria that were differentially present between subject groups. Sequence counts were
converted to relative abundance to account for differences in sequence totals between samples
[16]. Sequence data has been submitted to NCBI under the accession SRP041586. Total bacteri-
al load was estimated using quantitative PCR (qPCR) with pan-bacterial primers that target the
small subunit ribosomal RNA (SSU-rRNA) as previously described [17, 18]. Bacterial load was
expressed as copy number per ng of total DNA to control for the variation in total DNA ob-
tained for individual samples.

Statistical analyses
Descriptive statistics for Shannon diversity index [19], a common ecological parameter, are
presented. For ease of interpretation, effective number of taxa (EFT) was calculated from this
index [19]. Comparisons between two groups were performed individually for each taxa using
the two-part test and the negative log p-values are displayed using the Manhattan plot [20].
Principal component analysis was performed on the relative abundance data from each sample.
A small constant (0.01) was added to eliminate zero values prior to the application of the cen-
tered log ratio transformation recommended for compositional data [21, 22]. All analyses were
performed using SAS Version 9.3 software (SAS Institute Inc.: Cary, NC, 2011). Manhattan
plots and summary figures were generated using Explicet [23] (www.explicet.org).

Results

Subject characteristics
Seventy subjects were recruited from Chicago, IL (n = 26) and Aurora, CO (n = 44). Details of
subjects’ demographics, clinical characteristics and ethnic diversity are provided in Table 1.
Some normal subjects and half of the EoE subjects were on PPI, but these were not considered
a treatment for these groups, in accordance with published EoE consensus recommendations
[7–9]. EoE subjects were considered “treated” when histologic remission was demonstrated on
standard of care treatment including topical steroids or dietary restrictions. Treatment for sub-
jects with GERD was prescription of PPI.

Bacterial load but not diversity is increased in EoE
The average bacterial load detected in all subjects with EoE was significantly greater than that
determined from normal subjects (Fig 1A). These differences between disease and normal
states were not influenced by treatment (Fig 1B) or disease activity (Fig 1C). By comparison,
the average bacterial load found in GERD subjects was also significantly increased relative to
normal esophagus control subjects (Fig 1A). No significant differences were observed for alpha
diversity, represented as Effective Number of Taxa across any of the subject groups (Fig 1D).

Effect of inflammation and treatment on esophageal phyla and genera
We next determined the impact of inflammation and treatment on the bacterial composition
in EoE. To accomplish this, we compared the bacterial taxa identified based on subject groups
(Table 1) at the level of phylum and genus. Four phyla (Bacteroidetes, Firmicutes, Fusobacteria
and Proteobacteria) were predominant, and similar, in active EoE, treated EoE and normal mu-
cosa (Fig 2A).

In contrast to EoE, untreated GERD showed an increase in Firmicutes and decrease in Proteo-
bacteria compared to normal subjects. Additionally, treatment of GERD with PPI was associated
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Table 1. Subject Characterization Summary.

Subject Groups Number of
Subjects

Number of Subjects on PPI (%
of total) or specific treatment
for EoE group

Age Average
years (range in
years)

Male Gender
(% of total)

Ethnicity (%
white)

Collected in
Aurora CO (% of
total)

Eosinophilic
esophagitis–active
(untreated)

11 5 (45.5%) 19.4 (9–49) 9 (82%) 10 (91%) 5 (45.5%)

Eosinophilic
esophagitis–remission
(treated)

26 PPI 12 (46%) Diet 14 (54%)
Steroid 6 (23%) Diet and steroid
6 (23%)

17.1 (7–59) 19 (73%) 24 (92%) 12 (46%)

Gastro-esophageal reflux
disease-active
(untreated)

4 0 (0%) 29.5 (11–53) 1 (25%) 4 (100%) 2 (50%)

Gastro-esophageal reflux
disease-remission
(treated)

4 4 (100%) 13.8 (10–16) 2 (50%) 4 (100%) 4 (100%)

Normal Esophagus 25 11 (44%) 14.2 (11–18) 7 (28%) 19 (79%) 21 (84%)

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346.t001

Fig 1. The esophageal bacterial load is increased in subjects with EoE and GERD: Analysis by 16S Q-PCR. The esophageal bacterial load was
captured using the EST as previously described [5]. A. The copy number of bacteria per ng of DNA is significantly increased in subjects with EoE, and GERD
as compared to Normal. B. Treatments (Trt) do not significantly change the load of bacteria in each disease. C. The disease activity or response to treatment
does not significantly change the load of bacteria in EoE. D. The effective number of taxa is similar in Normal, EoE and GERD. The mean ± SEM are shown.
Normal n = 25, EoE n = 37, GERD n = 8. Mean and SEM, two-sample t-test * P<0.05, ** P<0.01, *** P<0.001, **** P<0.0001.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346.g001
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with an expansion of Proteobacteria. Comparisons of the predominant genera present in the dif-
ferent subject groups showed similar distribution with the exception of PPI treated GERD (Fig
2B). Treatment of GERD produced a community with similar relative abundance among the pre-
dominant taxa observed, without major changes to the genera present. The one exception is
Aggregatibacter that was not detected in untreated GERD but expanded to a relative abundance
of 18% in the PPI treated GERD group with a concomitant decrease of Streptococcus relative
abundance from 47% in untreated GERD to 21% in PPI treated GERD. However, the relative
abundance of Streptococcus was not decreased and Aggregatibacter was not increased in the other
groups (normal and EoE) where half of the subjects were treated with PPI (Table 1) (Fig 2B).

Principal Components Analysis (PCA) focused on EoE subjects alone to examine the rela-
tionship between subjects based on communities present. The first two components are shown
in Fig 3 along with vectors displaying the weight and relationship with the genera that have the
highest contribution to these components. The first two components explain approximately
29% of the variability in the dataset. The EoE subjects are generally positive in PC1 correspond-
ing to larger amounts of Haemophilus, Pasteurella, Fusobacterium and Aggregatibacter and

Fig 2. Esophageal phyla are similar in EoE compared to normal esophagus, and treatment affects the
genus abundance in EoE and GERD. Abundance of esophageal phyla and genera as captured using the
EST. A. Bar graphs present the aggregate of the relative phylum abundance on the ESTs of Normal subjects
(n = 25), EoE subjects untreated (n = 11), treated (n = 26), and GERD subjects untreated (n = 4), PPI treated
(n = 4). Each phylum is indicated in a different color. The width of the bar corresponds to the relative phylum
abundance. B. Bar graphs present the aggregate of the relative genus abundance on the ESTs of Normal
subjects (n = 25), EoE subjects untreated (n = 11), treated (n = 26), and GERD subjects untreated (n = 4),
treated (n = 4). Each genus is indicated in a different color. The width of the bar corresponds to the relative
genus abundance. The Other category includes taxa with <1% relative abundance in all samples.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346.g002
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smaller amounts of Actinomyces, Veillonella and Rothia. Streptococcus was negatively correlat-
ed with Leptotrichia.

We compared the untreated EoE and normal subjects using a two-part statistic to determine if
any genera differed across these two groups.Haemophiluswas identified as significantly increased
in untreated EoE compared to normal control subjects (p = 0.047, Fig 4 and S1 Table). All subject
groups were positive forHaemophilus, but the relative abundance was significantly higher in un-
treated EoE subjects compared to control subjects with a normal esophagus or GERD (Fig 5).

We also observed a pronounced difference in EoE subjects between centers (Chicago and
Aurora). While the microbiota in control subjects between centers were not significantly differ-
ent (not shown), the comparison of EoE subjects in Chicago and Aurora demonstrated that, ex-
cept for Streptococcus, all significantly different taxa were significantly increased in the Aurora
relative to Chicago group (Fig 6 and S2 Table).

Discussion
Here we report that the inflamed esophagus in EoE contains a significant increase inHaemo-
philus, and that this microbial pattern returns to that found in GERD and subjects with a

Fig 3. Principal Components Analysis (PCA) of Normal and EoE samples. PCA using normal esophagus (n = 25) and EoE samples (n = 11 untreated
and n = 26 treated). The biplot displays the first two principal components which explains 29% of the variability across genera, as well as vectors
corresponding to the weight and direction of the loadings for the highest weighted genera. Vectors pointing in the same direction are genera that are
positively correlated; those going in opposite directions are negatively correlated.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346.g003
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normal esophagus following standard of care EoE treatment. In addition, we determined that
epithelial eosinophilia did not seem to influence the load of bacteria, and that the microbiome
measured in EoE subjects differed in Chicago and Aurora. Taken together, these results suggest
that different mechanisms may influence the microbiome in EoE compared to that seen in
other conditions, and that the geographical location of a subject and / or treatment may influ-
ence the microbiome in EoE.

Fig 4. Manhattan plot of the two part statistical analysis of normal (n = 25) versus untreated EoE
(n = 11). The plot shows the negative log10 p-value for each taxon identified. The single significant genus
identified wasHaemophilus, which was elevated in EoE subjects.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346.g004

Fig 5. Comparison ofHaemophilus across all subject groups. The relative abundance of Haemophilus
for each group is plotted. Box represents median and 25th and 75th percentile (interquartile range, IQR) and
whiskers represent 1.5x IQR. Individual samples outside the 1.5x IQR are marked as open circles.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346.g005
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The load of bacteria is increased in subjects with EoE and GERD, independent of the diag-
nosis, treatment, or disease activity in subjects with EoE, however the treated subjects may not
be truly uninflamed at the time of sampling (Fig 1). However, the number of taxa and commu-
nity composition was similar across all groups, indicating that increased load is associated with
inflammation. The predominant taxa were similar in EoE subjects irrespective of the type of
treatment, elimination diet or topical corticosteroid. However, subjects with GERD on PPI had
a more consistent distribution of predominant taxa, and emergence of a specific proteobacteria
lineage, Aggregatibacter, with a concomitant decrease in Streptococcus (Firmicutes). These find-
ings are in agreement with a prior study that identified a decrease in Streptococcus in GERD
[24], but the increase in Aggregatibacter in subjects on PPI has not been reported. The effect of
PPI treatment on microbial communities is known for gastric fluids and esophageal tissues
[25]. It has been suggested that PPIs may target certain bacterial proton pumps (P-type
ATPases) typical of Streptococcus spp. PPIs may also affect the esophageal microbiota by in-
creasing the pH of refluxed gastric contents [26]. However, the impact of PPI on Streptococcus
and Aggregatibacter seems to be limited to the GERD group as the relative abundance of these
genera were not changed in the normal or EoE groups.

Fig 6. Manhattan plot of the two part statistical analysis of Aurora, CO (n = 17) versus Chicago, IL (n = 20) microbiome samples. The plot shows the
negative log10 p-value for each taxon identified. There are six significant taxa identified. The peaks correspond to 1. Actinomyces (p = 0.048), 2. Prevotella
(p = 0.016), 3. Streptococcus (p = 0.016), 4. Parvimonas (p = 0.022), 5. Fusobacterium (p = 0.009) and 6. Aggregatibacter (p = 0.027). All significantly
different taxa were elevated in the Aurora relative to Chicago group except for Streptococcus.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346.g006
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The primary genus differentially identified in the untreated EoE subjects was Haemophilus,
which contains known human pathogens such asHaemophilus influenzae. It is possible that
the EoE group contains different community types that were not apparent in this analysis. The
PCA analysis suggests that the majority of the variability across microbial compositions is not
directly due to disease state or treatment, as most of the treated EoE subjects were similar in
the first two principal components (Figs 2 and 3). However, there is a significant overlap of a
subset of the subjects undergoing treatment with the untreated group; it is unclear if this repre-
sents differential response to treatment.

The disease activity in the esophagus does not seem to directly affect the load of bacteria in
EoE. However, eosinophils have been described to possess numerous anti-microbial properties
with the release of their granule proteins, defensins, and extracellular DNA traps [2–4]. The
microbiota in untreated EoE subjects showed a shift from a mostly Gram-positive population
(Firmicutes) to an increase in Gram-negative bacteria (primarily Proteobacteria) similar to
what has been described in GERD [24]. Previous implication of Gram-negative bacterial in-
volvement in reflux esophagitis [27] is consistent with the observed increase in Proteobacteria
andHaemophilus in EoE.

These data suggest that treatment may impact the microbiota. Subjects at Children's Hospi-
tal Colorado, in Aurora, CO were treated a combination of topical corticosteroids and/or elimi-
nation diets, whereas subjects in Chicago, IL were treated mostly with food elimination diets.
Diet is known to have an important effect on the lower gastrointestinal microbiota. Studies of
diet-induced changes in the microbiota in the lower gut have shown that diet rapidly alters the
gut microbiome [28–30]. However, the effect of diet on the upper gastrointestinal tract is large-
ly unknown. We examined treatment in the current dataset, but additional subjects are needed
to allow subgroup analysis capable of isolating the multiple approaches to clinical management
of these patients. While corticosteroids and food elimination diets are standards of treatment
in EoE, the current study was not sufficiently powered to inform the effects of individual treat-
ments on the esophageal microbiota. In addition to clinical management, many factors impact
the microbiome in children including the mode of child birth, early feeding methods, and envi-
ronmental exposure [31, 32]. Future studies will require more detailed dietary information for
analysis to better understand its impact on the variability in esophageal bacterial communities
observed in EoE.

As we previously published, the esophageal microbiome detected by the EST is representative
of the mucosal microbiome present on paired mucosal biopsies, and specific to the esophagus,
which is significantly different from the oral and nasal microbiome [5]. However, the capacity
forHaemophilus to enter the epithelial layer suggests that these organisms may be able to exploit
the damaged barrier in EoE to help propagate and perpetuate inflammation in this disease [33,
34]. In the current study, we did not observe any significant differences in the esophageal micro-
biota based on age, gender or ethnicity, but additional studies with a larger number of subjects
will be needed to more fully address these variables. Moreover, the gut microbiome has been
shown to be stable by age 3 [35]. However, based on the cross-sectional design of our study, it re-
mains unclear whether the changes we have identified in the esophageal microbiome contribute
to the pathogenesis of EoE or are a consequence of EoE associated esophageal inflammation and
remodeling. Longitudinal studies will be needed to address this question.

The minimally invasive EST collection approach provides the opportunity to obtain longitu-
dinal samples, which will allow future monitoring of the microbiome during treatment of EoE.
This will provide access for studying changes that occur in conjunction with specific interven-
tions that induce disease remission or exacerbation. The capacity to obtain samples associated
with particular treatments within individual patients will greatly assist our understanding of
their effects by removing the inter-subject variability inherent in the microbiome.
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This study is the first report to examine the microbiome in esophageal samples from pa-
tients with EoE. An increase in bacterial load was found, but there were limited differences be-
tween the bacterial community composition in treated and untreated EoE. However, patients
with active EoE show a significant increase in Haemophilus in their esophagus. GERD subjects
were included as a disease control, and while the numbers in this group were limited, there was
a strong signal associated with PPI treatment. These data represent a baseline for bacterial
communities in EoE subjects, and provide important findings for design of future studies, e.g.
longitudinal analyses that follow changes in the microbiome during treatment-induced disease
remission. Further studies in multiple centers with a larger number of subjects will help delin-
eate the effect of alterations in the microbiome and treatment on esophageal inflammation,
and potentially help to identify novel therapeutic targets for these diseases.

Supporting Information
S1 Table. Summary of two-part analysis for comparison between untreated EoE and nor-
mal subjects. The number of subjects positive for each taxon, proportion of positive subjects,
and median relative abundance for positive subjects is reported.
(XLSX)

S2 Table. Summary of two-part analysis for comparison between EoE subjects in Aurora
and Chicago. The number of subjects positive for each taxon, proportion of positive subjects,
and median relative abundance for positive subjects is reported.
(XLSX)

Acknowledgments
The authors acknowledge the efforts of Zachary Robinson, Lindsay Hosford, and Joseph Ruy-
bal for their technical help and Dr. Randall Holmes for the critical review and discussion of the
manuscript. We thank the physicians (Robert Kramer, Edward Hoffenberg, Edwin Liu, Edwin
de Zoeten, Shikha Sundaram, Cara Mack, Michael Narkewicz, Ronald Sokol, Jason Soden,
Deborah Neigut, David Brumbaugh and Christine Waasdorp Hurtado) and nurses (Tammy
Armstrong, Sharon Mooney and Jo Anne Newton) and research coordinators (Rachel Harris
and Katherine Dunne) and technical staff (Bill Marcovich) who contributed to this work by
helping to collect samples and recruiting subjects. We are grateful to our subjects and families
who consented to be a part of this study.

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: SAF JKH SJA GTF. Performed the experiments:
WM KA AZ CJK SS JCM AY HNC LH KA AK IH NG SAFMJS LH. Analyzed the data: BDW
RF. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: CER JKH. Wrote the paper: SAF JKH NRP
DYL SJA GTF.

References
1. Sherrill JD, Kc K, Wu D, Djukic Z, Caldwell JM, Stucke EM, et al. Desmoglein-1 regulates esophageal

epithelial barrier function and immune responses in eosinophilic esophagitis. Mucosal immunology.
2014; 7(3):718–29. Epub 2013/11/14. doi: 10.1038/mi.2013.90 PMID: 24220297; PubMed Central
PMCID: PMC3999291.

2. Lehrer RI, Szklarek D, Barton A, Ganz T, Hamann KJ, Gleich GJ. Antibacterial properties of eosinophil
major basic protein and eosinophil cationic protein. J Immunol. 1989; 142(12):4428–34. Epub 1989/06/
15. PMID: 2656865.

Microbiome Shift in Esophagitis

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346 May 28, 2015 11 / 13

http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0128346.s001
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0128346.s002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/mi.2013.90
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24220297
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2656865


3. Driss V, Legrand F, Hermann E, Loiseau S, Guerardel Y, Kremer L, et al. TLR2-dependent eosinophil
interactions with mycobacteria: role of {alpha}-defensins. Blood. 2008. Epub 2008/11/04. doi: blood-
2008-07-166595 [pii] doi: 10.1182/blood-2008-07-166595 PMID: 18978205.

4. Yousefi S, Gold JA, Andina N, Lee JJ, Kelly AM, Kozlowski E, et al. Catapult-like release of mitochon-
drial DNA by eosinophils contributes to antibacterial defense. Nat Med. 2008; 14(9):949–53. Epub
2008/08/12. doi: nm.1855 [pii] doi: 10.1038/nm.1855 PMID: 18690244.

5. Fillon SA, Harris JK, Wagner BD, Kelly CJ, Stevens MJ, MooreW, et al. Novel device to sample the
esophageal microbiome—the esophageal string test. PloS one. 2012; 7(9):e42938. Epub 2012/09/08.
doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0042938 PMID: 22957025; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC3434161.

6. Furuta GT, Kagalwalla AF, Lee JJ, Alumkal P, Maybruck BT, Fillon S, et al. The oesophageal string
test: a novel, minimally invasive method measures mucosal inflammation in eosinophilic oesophagitis.
Gut. 2012. Epub 2012/08/17. doi: 10.1136/gutjnl-2012-303171 PMID: 22895393.

7. Furuta GT, Liacouras CA, Collins MH, Gupta SK, Justinich C, Putnam PE, et al. Eosinophilic esophagi-
tis in children and adults: a systematic review and consensus recommendations for diagnosis and treat-
ment. Gastroenterology. 2007; 133(4):1342–63. Epub 2007/10/09. doi: S0016-5085(07)01474-6 [pii]
doi: 10.1053/j.gastro.2007.08.017 PMID: 17919504.

8. Liacouras CA, Furuta GT, Hirano I, Atkins D, Attwood SE, Bonis PA, et al. Eosinophilic esophagitis: Up-
dated consensus recommendations for children and adults. J Allergy Clin Immunol. 2011; 128(1):3–20
e6. Epub 2011/04/12. doi: S0091-6749(11)00373-3 [pii] doi: 10.1016/j.jaci.2011.02.040 PMID:
21477849.

9. Attwood SE, Furuta GT. Eosinophilic Esophagitis: Historical Perspective on an Evolving Disease.
Gastroenterology clinics of North America. 2014; 43(2):185–99. Epub 2014/05/13. doi: 10.1016/j.gtc.
2014.02.010 PMID: 24813509; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC4035232.

10. Zemanick ET, Harris JK, Wagner BD, Robertson CE, Sagel SD, Stevens MJ, et al. Inflammation and
airway microbiota during cystic fibrosis pulmonary exacerbations. PloS one. 2013; 8(4):e62917. Epub
2013/05/07. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0062917 PMID: 23646159; PubMed Central PMCID:
PMC3639911.

11. Harris JK, Sahl JW, Castoe TA, Wagner BD, Pollock DD, Spear JR. Comparison of normalization meth-
ods for construction of large, multiplex amplicon pools for next-generation sequencing. Appl Environ
Microbiol. 2010; 76(12):3863–8. Epub 2010/04/27. doi: 10.1128/AEM.02585-09 PMID: 20418443;
PubMed Central PMCID: PMC2893486.

12. Frank DN. BARCRAWL and BARTAB: software tools for the design and implementation of barcoded
primers for highly multiplexed DNA sequencing. BMC Bioinformatics. 2009; 10:362. Epub 2009/10/31.
doi: 10.1186/1471-2105-10-362 PMID: 19874596; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC2777893.

13. Nawrocki EP, Kolbe DL, Eddy SR. Infernal 1.0: inference of RNA alignments. Bioinformatics. 2009; 25
(10):1335–7. Epub 2009/03/25. doi: 10.1093/bioinformatics/btp157 PMID: 19307242; PubMed Central
PMCID: PMC2732312.

14. Haas BJ, Gevers D, Earl AM, Feldgarden M, Ward DV, Giannoukos G, et al. Chimeric 16S rRNA se-
quence formation and detection in Sanger and 454-pyrosequenced PCR amplicons. Genome re-
search. 2011; 21(3):494–504. Epub 2011/01/08. doi: 10.1101/gr.112730.110 PMID: 21212162;
PubMed Central PMCID: PMC3044863.

15. Wang Q, Garrity GM, Tiedje JM, Cole JR. Naive Bayesian classifier for rapid assignment of rRNA se-
quences into the new bacterial taxonomy. Appl Environ Microbiol. 2007; 73(16):5261–7. Epub 2007/06/
26. doi: 10.1128/AEM.00062-07 PMID: 17586664; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC1950982.

16. Rutebemberwa A, Stevens MJ, Perez MJ, Smith LP, Sanders L, Cosgrove G, et al. Novosphingobium
and its potential role in chronic obstructive pulmonary diseases: insights frommicrobiome studies. PloS
one. 2014; 9(10):e111150. Epub 2014/10/24. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0111150 PMID: 25340840;
PubMed Central PMCID: PMC4207766.

17. Nadkarni MA, Martin FE, Jacques NA, Hunter N. Determination of bacterial load by real-time PCR
using a broad-range (universal) probe and primers set. Microbiology. 2002; 148(Pt 1):257–66. Epub
2002/01/10. PMID: 11782518.

18. Zemanick ET, Wagner BD, Sagel SD, Stevens MJ, Accurso FJ, Harris JK. Reliability of quantitative
real-time PCR for bacterial detection in cystic fibrosis airway specimens. PloS one. 2010; 5(11):
e15101. Epub 2010/12/15. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0015101 PMID: 21152087; PubMed Central
PMCID: PMC2994853.

19. Jost L. Entropy and Diversity. OIKOS. 2006; 113:363–75.

20. Wagner BD, Robertson CE, Harris JK. Application of two-part statistics for comparison of sequence
variant counts. PloS one. 2011; 6(5):e20296. Epub 2011/06/02. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0020296
PMID: 21629788; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC3100341.

Microbiome Shift in Esophagitis

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346 May 28, 2015 12 / 13

http://dx.doi.org/10.1182/blood-2008-07-166595
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18978205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nm.1855
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18690244
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0042938
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22957025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2012-303171
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22895393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2007.08.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17919504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2011.02.040
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21477849
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gtc.2014.02.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gtc.2014.02.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24813509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0062917
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23646159
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/AEM.02585-09
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20418443
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-10-362
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19874596
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btp157
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19307242
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/gr.112730.110
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21212162
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/AEM.00062-07
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17586664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0111150
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25340840
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11782518
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0015101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21152087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0020296
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21629788


21. Aitchison J. The Statistical Analysis of Compositional Data, Monographs on statistics and applied prob-
ability. Chapman and Hall, London. 1986.

22. Filzmoser P, Hron K, Reimann C. Univariate statistical analysis of environmental (compositional) data:
problems and possibilities. The Science of the total environment. 2009; 407(23):6100–8. Epub 2009/
09/11. doi: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2009.08.008 PMID: 19740525.

23. Robertson CE, Harris JK, Wagner BD, Granger D, Browne K, Tatem B, et al. Explicet: Graphical user
interface software for metadata-driven management, analysis, and visualization of microbiome data.
Bioinformatics. 2013. Epub 2013/09/12. doi: 10.1093/bioinformatics/btt526 PMID: 24021386.

24. Yang L, Lu X, Nossa CW, Francois F, Peek RM, Pei Z. Inflammation and intestinal metaplasia of the
distal esophagus are associated with alterations in the microbiome. Gastroenterology. 2009; 137
(2):588–97. Epub 2009/04/28. doi: S0016-5085(09)00559-9 [pii] doi: 10.1053/j.gastro.2009.04.046
PMID: 19394334.

25. Amir I, Konikoff FM, Oppenheim M, Gophna U, Half EE. Gastric microbiota is altered in oesophagitis
and Barrett's oesophagus and further modified by proton pump inhibitors. Environmental microbiology.
2013. Epub 2013/10/12. doi: 10.1111/1462-2920.12285 PMID: 24112768.

26. Vesper BJ, Jawdi A, Altman KW, Haines GK 3rd, Tao L, Radosevich JA. The effect of proton pump in-
hibitors on the human microbiota. Current drug metabolism. 2009; 10(1):84–9. Epub 2009/01/20.
PMID: 19149516.

27. Yang L, Francois F, Pei Z. Molecular pathways: pathogenesis and clinical implications of microbiome
alteration in esophagitis and Barrett esophagus. Clin Cancer Res. 2012; 18(8):2138–44. Epub 2012/
02/22. doi: 10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-11-0934 PMID: 22344232; PubMed Central PMCID:
PMC3725293.

28. David LA, Maurice CF, Carmody RN, Gootenberg DB, Button JE, Wolfe BE, et al. Diet rapidly and re-
producibly alters the human gut microbiome. Nature. 2014; 505(7484):559–63. Epub 2013/12/18. doi:
10.1038/nature12820 PMID: 24336217.

29. Muegge BD, Kuczynski J, Knights D, Clemente JC, Gonzalez A, Fontana L, et al. Diet drives conver-
gence in gut microbiome functions across mammalian phylogeny and within humans. Science. 2011;
332(6032):970–4. Epub 2011/05/21. doi: 10.1126/science.1198719 PMID: 21596990; PubMed Central
PMCID: PMC3303602.

30. Turnbaugh PJ, Hamady M, Yatsunenko T, Cantarel BL, Duncan A, Ley RE, et al. A core gut micro-
biome in obese and lean twins. Nature. 2009; 457(7228):480–4. Epub 2008/12/02. doi: nature07540
[pii] doi: 10.1038/nature07540 PMID: 19043404.

31. Albenberg LG, Wu GD. Diet and the Intestinal Microbiome: Associations, Functions, and Implications
for Health and Disease. Gastroenterology. 2014. Epub 2014/02/08. doi: 10.1053/j.gastro.2014.01.058
PMID: 24503132.

32. Zoetendal EG, de VosWM. Effect of diet on the intestinal microbiota and its activity. Curr Opin Gastro-
enterol. 2014; 30(2):189–95. Epub 2014/01/25. doi: 10.1097/MOG.0000000000000048 PMID:
24457346.

33. Sherrill JD, Kc K, Wu D, Djukic Z, Caldwell JM, Stucke EM, et al. Desmoglein-1 regulates esophageal
epithelial barrier function and immune responses in eosinophilic esophagitis. Mucosal immunology.
2013. Epub 2013/11/14. doi: 10.1038/mi.2013.90 PMID: 24220297.

34. Clementi CF, Murphy TF. Non-typeable Haemophilus influenzae invasion and persistence in the
human respiratory tract. Frontiers in cellular and infection microbiology. 2011; 1:1. Epub 2011/01/01.
doi: 10.3389/fcimb.2011.00001 PMID: 22919570; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC3417339.

35. Yatsunenko T, Rey FE, Manary MJ, Trehan I, Dominguez-Bello MG, Contreras M, et al. Human gut
microbiome viewed across age and geography. Nature. 2012; 486(7402):222–7. Epub 2012/06/16. doi:
10.1038/nature11053 PMID: 22699611; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC3376388.

Microbiome Shift in Esophagitis

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0128346 May 28, 2015 13 / 13

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2009.08.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19740525
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btt526
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24021386
http://dx.doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2009.04.046
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19394334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.12285
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24112768
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19149516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-11-0934
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22344232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature12820
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24336217
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1198719
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21596990
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature07540
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19043404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2014.01.058
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24503132
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MOG.0000000000000048
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24457346
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/mi.2013.90
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24220297
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fcimb.2011.00001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22919570
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature11053
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22699611

