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Fecal microbiota transplantation in ulcerative colitis, a retrospective microbiome
analysis

Marcel A. de Leeuw & Manuel X. Duval, GeneCreek

Background. Inflammatory bowel disease (IBD) is a set of conditions characterized by non-infectious chronic
inflammation of the gastrointestinal tract. These primarily include Crohn’s disease (CD), ulcerative colitis
(UC) and indeterminate colitis. Fecal microbiota transplantation (FMT) has proven to be an effective treat-
ment for some patients with active UC. However, factors contributing to the individual response to FMT
therapy remain to be uncovered. There is currently no procedure allowing to predict the patients’ response
and to select the most adequate donor(s).
Methods. The first available UC longitudinal FMT microbiome data sets were reanalyzed, with focus on
species level changes in the microbiota, using state-of-the-art and in part proprietary 16S analysis routines.
Results. We found the microbiomes of UC and CD patients to have paucity of obligate anaerobes, which
could be a consequence of oxidative stress. Microbiomes of UC FMT responders and responder donors
have higher phylogenetic diversity and a higher proportion of aerobes and facultative anaerobes as com-
pared to non-responders and non-responder donors. We found Proteobacteria to account for the major
part of species found in increased relative abundance in responders. Sphingolipid producers were found
among these species.
Implications. Our findings contribute to the establishment of selection criteria for UC FMT donor samples
and composition guidelines for future synthetic microbial communities. Instead of replenishing missing
obligate anaerobes, our results suggest that oxidative stress resistant Proteobacteria are important for the
establishment of an anaerobic environment and a successful UC FMT therapy.

Introduction
The incidence and prevalence of inflammatory bowel
disease (IBD) is increasing worldwide. It can affect peo-
ple of all ages, including children and geriatric popu-
lations, and can impact all aspects of life. The Global
number of cases of IBD reached 6.8 million in 2017,
with the highest age-standardized prevalence rates in
the U.S.A. and the U.K. [1]. IBD is characterized by non-
infectious chronic inflammation of the gastrointestinal
tract, and primarily includes Crohn’s disease (CD), ulcer-
ative colitis (UC) and indeterminate colitis [2]. Whereas
CD can affect any part of the gastroesophageal tract
from the mouth to the anus, UC is confined to the large
bowel. Diagnosis of IBD relies on a combination of
medical history, physical examination, laboratory test-
ing, and endoscopy with biopsy [3]. Treatment goals
for IBD are to minimize symptoms, improve quality of
life, andminimize progression and complications of the
disease. Most treatments for UC target the immune sys-
tem throughmediators of the inflammatory cascade [4],
but a substantial proportion of UC patients continue to
have inadequate disease control.

Over 230 genetic risk loci have been associated with
IBD. The association of the nucleotide-binding oligomer-
ization domain 2 (NOD2), an intracellular innate im-
mune sensor of bacteria, remains the strongest asso-
ciation to date [5]. The microbiota of UC patients are
characterized by reduced complexity with depletion of
commensal Firmicutes and Bacteroidetes [6–11], which
is reflected in IgG antibody composition [12]. Mucosal
concentration of bacteria is markedly increased in IBD
[13], which is further accentuated in UC [14].

Fecalmicrobiota transplantation (FMT) is a therapeu-

tic procedure aimed at replacing dysbiotic microbiota
with physiological/commensal species by the adminis-
tration of filtered fecal material from a healthy donor
into the intestinal tract of a patient [15]. A number of
studies, including randomized controlled trials [16–20],
suggest that FMT is effective in the treatment of active
UC, for approximately one out of three patients. For
FMT to be successful in complex immune diseases like
UC, it is assumed that therapeutic microbes must col-
onize the recipient’s intestinal tract and persist in suf-
ficient quantity and for a long enough period of time
to result in a clinical benefit. It is as yet unclear which
donor- and recipient related factors contribute to a suc-
cessful clinical response, although in one study, donor
stool diversity reached significance [17]. Current con-
sensus guidelines focus on reducing the risk of poten-
tially transmittable disease [21].

We combined a series of relevant longitudinal micro-
biome studies, available in the form of raw 16S data, in
order to increase statistical power and to address ele-
mentary microbiome composition pertaining to clinical
endpoints.

Materials & Methods
The materials summarized in Table 1 have been made
available as part of clinical trials. All datasets are longi-
tudinal, with data points covering pre-FMT assessment
and post-FMT follow-up. Only one available data set,
SRP254202, was eliminated because of a high amount
of non-specific priming. For the purpose of profiling
ulcerative colitis and Crohn’s disease microbiomes, we
also used the published dataset listed in supplemental
Table S1.
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Table 1: Longitudinal UC FMT data sets used in the study. N: num-
ber of patients, n: number of samples, 16S: variable regions covered,
*:unpublished.

BioProject SRA N n type 16S publ.
PRJEB11841 ERP013257 27 172 stool V4 [17]
PRJEB26474 ERP108465 81 158 biopsy V1-V2 [19]
PRJEB26472 ERP108463 81 309 stool V1-V2 [19]
PRJNA515212 SRP180003 7 42 stool V3-V4 [22]
PRJEB33851 ERP116682 28 98 stool V4 *
PRJNA475599 SRP198502 12 235 stool V4 [23]
PRJNA380944 SRP102742 21 109 stool V4 [24]
PRJNA438164 SRP135559 7 21 stool V4 [25]
PRJNA388210 SRP108284 20 78 stool V4 *
total 203 1,222

Data analysis
Amplicon Sequence Variants (ASVs) were generated
with the R Bioconductor package dada2 [26], version
1.12.1 with recommended parameters, involving qual-
ity trimming, discarding of sequences with N’s, assem-
bly of forward and reverse sequences and chimera re-
moval, as described previously [27]. Further analysis
involved multiple alignment with mafft, version 6.603b
[28] and approximately-maximum-likelihood phyloge-
netic tree generation with FastTreeMP, version 2.1.11
[29], both with default settings.

Taxonomic classification of ASVs was performed by
cur|sor, an in-house Python and R program using ran-
dom forest based supervised learning on the Riboso-
mal Database Project (RDP) release 11.5. Phenotypic
content of microbiomes was inferred using species-
level taxonomic assignments only and an in-house phe-
notypic database which has been initiated with infor-
mation from BacDive [30] and the IJSEM journal [31]
and has been hand-curated since. Resulting classifica-
tions and microbiome phenotypes are available from
the github repository https://github.com/GeneCreek/
UC-manuscript in the form of Phyloseq R data objects.

Detection of responder and non-responder associ-
ated taxa was performed with negative binomial dif-
ferential analysis implemented by the R Bioconductor
package DESeq2 [32], using Wald significance tests and
local fitting, requiring pAdj < 0.001.

Responder status classification was performed us-
ing the R package caret using the partial least squares
(PLS)methodwith 10 fold cross-validation and sampling
of subjects to account for multiple microbiomes per
subject.

Ecological networks were computed using inverse
covariance with SPIEC-EASI [33] as incorporated in the R
Bioconductor package SpiecEasi, version 1.0.7, using de-
fault parameters. Community structure was detected
using cluster_edge_betweenness as provided by the R
package igraph.

The cladogram was generated by in-house R scripts
using the R package ggtree, version 2.0.1. [34].

Full stack downstream analysis scripts covering the
whole manuscript are available from https://github.

com/GeneCreek/UC-manuscript.

Results
Dysbiosis in IMIDs
Data set SRP183770 contains biological replicates of
stool samples collected from patients with Crohn’s dis-
ease (CD; N = 20), ulcerative colitis (UC; N = 19), multiple
sclerosis (MS; N = 19), and rheumatoid arthritis (RA; N
= 21) versus healthy controls (HC; N = 23) [35]. We initi-
ated our study by describing the distribution of two fe-
cal microbiome phenotypes, the species diversity with
the Shannon diversity index and the strict anaerobes
proportion, in UC samples within the context of these
other immunemediated inflammatory diseases (IMIDs),
Fig. 1 respectively Fig. 2. The strict anaerobes propor-
tion is calculated as the proportion of obligate anaer-
obes among anaerobes. The ranking of the IMID’s dis-
eases is the same according to these two metrics, with
notably rheumatoid arthritis positioned between ulcer-
ative colitis and Crohn’s disease.
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Figure 1: Species diversity in IMIDs. Data set SRP183770, 79 subjects,
201 samples. Numbers reflect Wilcoxon signed rank test continuity
corrected p-values. HC: healthy controls, MS: multiple sclerosis, UC:
ulcerative colitis, RA: rheumatiod artritis, CD: Crohn’s disease
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Figure 2: Strict anaerobes proportion in IMIDs. Numbers reflect
Wilcoxon signed rank test continuity corrected p-values. HC: healthy
controls, MS: multiple sclerosis, UC: ulcerative colitis, RA: rheumatiod
artritis, CD; Crohn’s disease

Several publications have reported dysbiosis in UC
can be reduced through FMT. This principle is illus-
trated using data set SRP108284 (20 patients) and Chao
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species richness in supplemental Fig. S1. The improve-
ment reaches statistical significance in the samples col-
lected in the secondweek after a single FMT, butwashes
out subsequently in the fourth week.

Just like species diversity, the strict anaerobe propor-
tion can be modified through FMT, Fig. S2. The two
donors used in study SRP198502 (7 patients) were se-
lected based on fecal butyrate concentration [23] and
had a high proportion of strict anaerobes.

Responder and non-responder patients
Combining the UC patients from all data sets for which
responder/non-responder status was available in study
metadata (ERP013257, SRP135559, ERP116682 and
SRP102742 totaling 49 responders and non-responders
to FMT), we tested several microbiome phenotypes in
relation to the responder status, two of which reached
significance: the phylogenetic diversity at screening and
the oxygen tolerance post FMT, Fig. 3. The latter is com-
puted as the relative abundance difference between
aerobes and anearobes.

p = 0.021 p = 0.47

screening post FMT

NR RE NR RE
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Figure 3: Patient microbiome phylogenetic diversity (left) and oxygen
tolerance (right). Combination of data sets ERP013257, SRP135559,
ERP116682 and SRP102742, 49 patients. Numbers reflect Wilcoxon
signed rank test continuity corrected p-values. NR: nonresponders,
RE: responders.

Responder and non-responder donors
Data set ERP013257 comprises 51 samples from 12
donors which are associated with either non-response,
partial response or response to UC treatment with FMT
[17]. We again tested several microbiome phenotypes,
this time in relation to the responder donor status. The
same covariates as for the patients, i.e. phylogenetic di-
versity and oxygen tolerance reached significance, Fig.
4. Plotting the relation between phylogenetic diver-
sity and oxygen tolerance for donor samples, we found
these are related and separate responder and non-
responder associated donors, Fig. S3. Phylogenetic
diversity shows important variance around the donor

means.
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Figure 4: Donor microbiome features, data set ERP013257. 51 sam-
ples from12 donors. Numbers reflectWilcoxon signed rank test conti-
nuity corrected p-values. Donors are associated with NR: nonrespon-
ders, PR: partial responders, RE: responders.

Responder and non-responder associated taxa
Reusing the combined dataset of 49 responders and
non-responders, we first projected class level differ-
ences in relative abundances between non-responders
and responders, post-FMT samples only (n=169), Fig. S4
respectively S5. Table S2 provides taxa with differen-
tially significant relative abundances at the class level,
using DESeq analysis (pAdj<0.05).

Running the same set through DESeq analysis
using species-level taxonomic classifications, we ob-
tained 135 species with differential relative abundance
(pAdj<0.001). Figure 5 provides a cladogram of respon-
der and non-responder associated species.

Proteobacteria

Firmicutes

Bacteroidetes

 
NR
RE

Figure 5: Cladogram of responder and non-responder associated
species. DESeq2 analysis result, using post-FMT samples only (n=169)
from the 49 patient combined ERP013257, SRP135559, ERP116682
and SRP102742 dataset.

Predictive modeling applying the partial least
squares (PLS) classifier with 10 fold cross validation
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and 20 repeats using these species as input features
returned a model predicting responders and non-
responders with a median area under the curve of
0.751.

NR RE
Figure 6: Ecological network of responder and non-responder associ-
ated species. Only specieswith interactions are displayed. Responder
associations are based on positive log fold change in relative abun-
dance. Co-exclusion is indicated in red.

The same DESeq detected species were used as
input for unsupervised ecological network generation
and clustering, Fig. 6. Clustering analysis of this net-
work revealed the largest community (n=33) is exclu-
sively responder associated, Table S3. These species
are in majority Proteobacteria - gram-negative (30/33)
aerobes or facultative aerobes (32/33) among which
we found four Sphingomondaceae species, Sphingopyxis
ginsengisoli, Sphingobium subterraneum, Sphingomonas
kwangyangensis and Sphingomonas melonis. Also note-
worthy is the presence of four methane metabolizers
among the species associated with responder status,
Methylobacterium adhaesivum, Methylobacterium populi,
Methylomonas methanica and Methyloversatilis univer-
salis. The remaining 22 responder associated species
are a mixture of gram positive and gram negative
species in majority anaerobes (15/22), Table S4.

We tested available donor samples (n=134) for the
detectable presence of identified responder associated
species. Only a minority (5/33) of Proteobacteria were
found in donor samples, whereas on the opposite, ama-
jority (17/22) of anaerobe species could be traced back
to donor samples.

Discussion
Limitations. The majority of data sets used in this study
are form 16S variable region V4 sequencing. Not all
species can be resolved using this amplicon. A better
alternative is the combined V3-V4 amplicon which can
be sequenced using the same technology, with paired-

end reads.
Proteobacteria including the ones we reported, have

been reported as possible contaminants, especially
whenDNA extraction is performed on lowbiomass sam-
ples [36]. In this study, we have re-used previously se-
quenced stool datasets, a high biomass sample type
andweperformeddifferential analysis between respon-
der and non-responder samples. There does not seem
to be a valid reason why responder samples would be
more impacted by reagent contamination, hence we do
not believe detected species are contaminants.

Oxidative stress in UC. Oxidative stress has been pro-
posed as a mechanism underlying the pathophysiology
of CD [37] and has long been known as a pathogenic
factor of UC [38]. If radical oxygen species (ROS) are
released in the lumen, we may expect modulation of
the microbiome composition. Indeed, we observe a
decreased proportion of strict anaerobes in the micro-
biome composition of UC and CD samples, accompa-
nied by loss of species diversity. The loss of obligate
anaerobes in IBD has been reported previously [39].
Thus we postulate oxidative stress in IMIDs drives the
decrease in obligate anaerobes, which results in the
loss of microbial diversity and loss of function such as
butyrate production.

Engraftment of aerobes and facultative anaerobes. How-
ever, it does not seem from our results that engraft-
ment of obligate anaerobes is important for remission -
their proportion increases in responders, but does not
reach significance (results not shown). Rather, what
seems important is the transfer of aerobes and facul-
tative anaerobes, which we found increased in both
responder-associated donor stool and in responder pa-
tient stool as compared to non-responders. In particu-
lar, we detected Proteobacteria in responders, with an
important level of ecological network correlation sug-
gesting formation of biofilms, which increase resistance
to oxidative stress.

Proteobacteria are the third most abundant bacte-
rial phylum in the human gut, after Firmicutes and Bac-
teroidetes [40] and are abundant in the environment.
Thus Proteobacteria could emerge from donor samples
but also from environmental sources including the FMT
procedure itself.

Proteobacteria and immunomodulation. It has been
shown that Proteobacteria are responsible for themajor
part of functional gut microbiome variation between in-
dividuals, including lipopolysaccharide (LPS) biosynthe-
sis [41]. For instance, Pseudomonas aeruginose which
we find associated with responders, produces highly
variable LPS [42]. Toll like receptors TLR2, TLR4 and
TLR9 are increased in expression in UC [43, 44] and
have been proposed as a target in IBD [45]. Compara-
tive analysis of metagenomic data from the Human Mi-
crobiome Project and healthy-donor samples indicates
that TLR immune silencing via LPS is a microbe-intrinsic
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feature in all healthy adults [46]. Thus the boost in LPS
challenge from transplanted Proteobacteria could have
an immunosuppressive effect.

Sphingolipids. It has been reported Bacteroides derived
sphingolipids are depleted in IBD. These lipids are criti-
cal for maintaining intestinal homeostasis and symbio-
sis [47]. Our results suggest Spingomonaceae which we
found associated with responder status, could provide
such sphingolipids in the gut as well.

Proteobacteria as early re-colonizers. The increased
presence of Proteobacteria has been associated with
dysbiosis and disease, with two notable exceptions,
Roux-en-Y bypass surgery and neonates [48]. Due to
the abundance of oxygen in the neonatal gut, faculta-
tive aerobes are the first colonizers, most frequently
represented by Escherichia coli, Enterococcus fecalis and
Enterococcus faecium followed by Klebsiella and Enter-
obacter [49]. Their expansion leads to a habitat suitable
for colonization by strict anaerobes, through consump-
tion of oxygen,modification of the pHandproduction of
carbon dioxide and nutrients [48]. Proteobacteria pro-
vide for in situ glutathione (GSH) production in the gut,
possible mitigating the oxidative stress in the intestinal
lining [50]. Thus in addition to potentially damping in-
nate immune activation, Proteobacteria could provide a
suitable recolonization environment for other bacteria
in transplanted UC patients.

Prospects
Our findings can be used to rationalize selection of
donor samples from stool banks. Quantitative real-
time PCR evaluation of donor samples for α-, β- and
γ-Proteobacteria is possible with universal primers [51,
52], for a relatively modest incremental cost. Moreover,
post FMT follow-up could make use of the same tools
and eventual additional FMT could be applied in case
low quantity of Proteobacteria are found in patient stool.
This approach could also provide necessary confirma-
tion of the the presence of α-Proteobacteria which are
not thought to be part of normal gut bacteria.

Conclusions
In conclusion, we found the microbiomes of UC and CD
patients to have paucity of obligate anaerobes, which
could be related to oxidative stress. Microbiomes of
UC FMT responders and responder donors have higher
phylogenetic diversity and a higher proportion of aer-
obes and facultative anaerobes as compared to non-
responders and non-responder donors. We found Pro-
teobacteria to account for the major part of species
detected in increased relative abundance in respon-
ders. Sphingolipid producers were found among these
species. Thus, instead of replenishing missing obligate
anaerobes, our results suggest supplementing with
more oxidative stress resistant Proteobacteria, which
can be seen as a paradigm shift. These findings should

contribute to the establishment of selection criteria for
UC FMT donor samples and composition guidelines for
future synthetic microbial communities.
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