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A B S T R A C T

Microbes influence the quality of agricultural commodities and contribute to their distinctive sensorial attri-
butes. Increasingly studies have demonstrated not only differential geographic patterns in microbial commu-
nities and populations, but that these contribute to valuable regionally distinct agricultural product identities,
the most well-known example being wine. However, little is understood about microbial geographic patterns at
scales of less than 100 km. For wine, single vineyards are the smallest (and most valuable) scale at which wine is
asserted to differ; however, it is unknown whether microbes play any role in agricultural produce differentiation
at this scale. Here we investigate whether vineyard fungal communities and yeast populations driving the
spontaneous fermentation of fruit from these same vineyards are differentiated using metagenomics and po-
pulation genetics. Significant differentiation of fungal communities was revealed between four Central Otago
(New Zealand) Pinot Noir vineyard sites. However, there was no vineyard demarcation between fermenting
populations of S. cerevisiae. Overall, this provides evidence that vineyard microbiomes potentially contribute to
vineyard specific attributes in wine. Understanding the scale at which microbial communities are differentiated,
and how these communities influence food product attributes has direct economic implications for industry and
could inform sustainable management practices that maintain and enhance microbial diversity.

1. Introduction

Traditionally geography is believed to have little impact on the
distribution of microbes due to their large population sizes and see-
mingly limitless dispersal abilities (Finlay, 2002; Martiny et al., 2006;
O'Malley, 2008). This is encapsulated in the Baas-Becking hypothesis:
‘everything is everywhere – the environment selects’ (Baas-Becking,
1934) and there is now a growing body of evidence for biogeographic
differentiation between both microbial communities and populations
(Bokulich et al., 2014; Hanson et al., 2012; Knight and Goddard, 2015;
Martiny et al., 2006; Meyer et al., 2018; Morrison-Whittle and Goddard,
2015). Differences in microbial communities have been described be-
tween different environmental niches and geographic regions on large
scales over 100s of kilometres, but few address the nature of these
patterns at smaller scales. We still have little understanding of forces
that drive differential microbial community assemblage patterns in
space, but the little data and analyses available suggest that both nat-
ural selection and neutral processes play a role, with perhaps natural
selection being the more important (Morrison-Whittle and Goddard,
2015).

Microbes play key roles in the production of quality agricultural
commodities destined for human consumption. They contribute both

positively in their nutrient cycling roles, negatively in their potential to
cause livestock and crop diseases, and by directly transforming crops to
economically and socially important commodities such as bread, wine
and beer (Barata et al., 2012; Berg et al., 2014; Philippot et al., 2013;
Whipps, 2001). In viticulture, pathogenic fungi potentially alter fruit
composition and quality by affecting the concentration of odourless
precursors in the fruit (Barata et al., 2012; Thibon et al., 2011, 2009),
but little is known about microbial-vine rhizosphere interactions and
how they might influence fruit composition and quality. More is un-
derstood regarding microbial contributions to wine chemical and sen-
sorial properties during the fermentation process, where, in sponta-
neous ferments, many species interact to produce the final product
(Fleet, 2003). While these diverse species all contribute to wine aroma
and flavour, the fermentation process is driven by diverse populations
of Saccharomyces cerevisiae (Fleet, 2003; Goddard, 2008; Howell et al.,
2006).

Geographic variances in food and beverage sensorial properties
have important economic and consumer preference consequences (van
Leeuwen and Seguin, 2006). These geographic differences are en-
capsulated in the concept of terroir, which is arguably most well known
in wine. Only recently however, have microbes been shown to con-
tribute to this geographic variation in agricultural produce (Knight
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et al., 2015). Different species and strains of yeast are known to produce
different flavour and aroma compounds during fermentation (Anfang
et al., 2009; Bagheri et al., 2018; Dubourdieu et al., 2006; Howell et al.,
2004). In addition, geographic differentiation in microbial communities
associated with vines and wines has been demonstrated worldwide for
both bacterial and fungal communities, as well as populations of the
main fermentative yeast species Saccharomyces cerevisiae (Bokulich
et al., 2014; Gayevskiy and Goddard, 2012; Knight and Goddard, 2015;
Miura et al., 2017; Morrison-Whittle and Goddard, 2018, 2015; Taylor
et al., 2014). When combined, there is thus potential for these differ-
ential microbial communities and populations to contribute to re-
gionally distinct aromas and flavours in wine. This has been experi-
mentally demonstrated during fermentation using S. cerevisiae in New
Zealand where geographically structured regional populations were
shown to produce regionally distinct chemical properties in Sauvignon
Blanc (Knight et al., 2015; Knight and Goddard, 2015); however little is
known about whether regionally differentiated fungal communities
contribute to regional differences in fruit composition and quality.

Within New Zealand there is now evidence from multiple studies
showing geography, at least on the scale of 100s of kilometres, is a
driver of fungal community differentiation in vineyards and wine fer-
mentation (Gayevskiy and Goddard, 2012; Morrison-Whittle and
Goddard, 2018, 2015; Taylor et al., 2014). Differences between Char-
donnay vineyards have been recorded using both culturing and next-
generation sequencing approaches (Gayevskiy and Goddard, 2012;
Taylor et al., 2014). In Sauvignon Blanc vineyards, geography accounts
for 7% of fungal community differentiation in the vineyard (Morrison-
Whittle and Goddard, 2015) and regional differentiation was observed
between the fungal communities in crushed juice and early ferment
(Morrison-Whittle and Goddard, 2018). However, it is widely asserted
by viticulturists and winemakers world-wide that wines from different
vineyards within a geographic region also exhibit distinct sensorial
characteristics, termed by some as micro-terroir (Jung, 2014). Whether
fungal communities are differentiated at these smaller scales, and thus
potentially contribute to these site-to-site sensorial differences in wine,
is not well understood. The few studies that do refer to differentiation
between adjacent vineyard sites are confounded by other factors of
interest such as management practice (Setati et al., 2012); however
there is evidence of increased fungal community differentiation by in-
creasing geographic distance over 35 km on grape bunches and leaves
in Carmenere vineyards in Chile (Miura et al., 2017). Physical char-
acteristics of the soil, particularly soil organic carbon, have been shown
to affect fungal community composition at sub-vineyard scales in a
single vineyard in southwest China and highlight the importance of
small scale variations in environmental conditions on microbial com-
munity composition (Liang et al., 2019). Population differentiation in S.
cerevisiae is evident at regional (Gayevskiy and Goddard, 2012; Knight
and Goddard, 2015) and global scales (Liti et al., 2009; Wang et al.,
2012); however there is evidence of gene-flow at scales smaller than
100 km (Hyma and Fay, 2013; Knight and Goddard, 2015). In contrast,
small but statistically significant differences between S. cerevisiae po-
pulations residing in different vineyards has been demonstrated on
smaller scales of within 10 km in the southwest France (Börlin et al.,
2016) and within 1 km in Canada (Martiniuk et al., 2016). Combined,
there is emerging evidence suggesting there could be a microbial
component to anecdotal vineyard differences in wine attributes de-
scribed by winemakers. Here we investigate whether differentiation in
fungal communities and S. cerevisiae populations exist at smaller
within-region scales with robust replication and molecular genetic
techniques to further our understanding of how microbial communities
and populations vary at finer scales, and whether this has the potential
to contribute to finer-scale differences in wine.

Central Otago, New Zealand, represents the southernmost wine-
growing region in the world located at 45° south and the sub-region of
Bannockburn occupies one of the warmest, driest sites in this region.
The microbial communities and populations in Central Otago display

the greatest divergence from other regions in New Zealand (Knight and
Goddard, 2015; Taylor et al., 2014). Pinot Noir is the dominant grape
variety grown in this region, expressing distinctive site-to-site char-
acteristics. Mt. Difficulty own a number of vineyards in Bannockburn,
and the view of the winemaker is that four of these vineyards have the
potential to produce different wines, and are often produced as single
vineyard wines. Here we test if fungal differentiation exists at the vi-
neyard scale by focusing on these four neighbouring but distinctive
vineyards. We test 1) whether the fungal communities in the vineyard
soil (where they may affect fruit composition and quality) differs be-
tween the vineyard sites using next-generation sequencing and com-
munity composition analyses; and 2) whether the S. cerevisiae popula-
tions in the spontaneous ferment of fruit from these vineyards (where
they are driving the fermentation and producing different chemical and
sensorial properties in the wine) differs.

2. Material and methods

2.1. Vineyard sites

Four vineyard sites located on the south bank of the Kawarau River
in Bannockburn, Central Otago, New Zealand managed by Mt.
Difficulty Wines were sampled during the 2013 harvest (Fig. 1). Long
Gully (7.62 ha, orientation 20°), Manson's Farm (4.09 ha, orientation
54°), Pipeclay Terrace (6.83 ha, orientation 10°) and Target Gully
(4.22 ha, orientation 7°) represent vineyards that currently, or have
previously produced single vineyard Pinot Noir wine as they are con-
sistently recognised by the winemaker and consumers to potentially
produce wines with distinct sensory properties. The maximum distance
between any of the vineyard sites is approximately 1 km and all vine-
yards are within a 2 km radius of one another. All vineyards were
managed using the same viticultural practices and the same synthetic
applications. Therefore, any effects of vineyard management could be
considered minimal. Additional information on the planting at each site
can be found in Supplementary Table 1 and general soil data for the
sites is available in Supplementary Table 2.

2.2. Vineyard fungal community sampling, molecular methods and analysis

The fungal community present at each vineyard site was estimated
from environmental DNA extracted from soil samples (Thomsen and
Willerslev, 2015). Soil samples were collected at véraison, approxi-
mately six to eight weeks before harvest. Within each vineyard site,
topsoil samples were collected from six evenly distributed vines. At
each of the six vines, six individual topsoil samples were taken radially
from around the base of each vine, totalling 36 soil samples per vine-
yard. Samples were immediately placed on ice and transported to the
University of Auckland where they were frozen at −20 °C prior to
analysis.

A composite soil sample was prepared from 1 g of soil from each of
the six samples taken radially around each vine and mixed thoroughly.
DNA was extracted independently from each of these six composite soil
samples per vineyard resulting in six DNA extractions per vineyard site.
DNA extraction was performed using the Zymo Research Soil Microbe
DNA MiniPrep™ kit (Irvine, CA, USA). The DNA concentration of each
sample was measured in triplicate using a Nanodrop® spectro-
photometer and necessary dilutions were made to all samples to give a
final DNA concentration of 10 ng/μl.

A 600 bp portion of the D1/D2 region of the 26S ribosomal RNA
locus was amplified using the fungal specific primers NL1 and NL4
(Kurtzman and Robnett, 2003). This region allows for accurate down-
stream fungal identification via sequence alignment (Taylor et al.,
2014). Multiplex identifiers were added to the forward primers to allow
for bioinformatic sample discrimination. Four samples failed to amplify
reducing the total number of samples to 20. AmpureXP beads were used
to clean the PCR products and their quality was confirmed using an

S.J. Knight, et al. Food Microbiology 87 (2020) 103358

2



Agilent 2100 Bioanalyzer High Sensitivity DNA® kits (Santa Clara, CA,
USA). PCR products were pooled in equimolar amounts and sequenced
using the Roche 454 GS Junior system at the University of Auckland's
Centre for Genomics and Proteomics.

Processing of the sequencing data was performed using Mothur
v.1.30 (Schloss et al., 2009). Primer sequences, reads less than 200 bp
in length, low quality reads and homopolymer errors were identified
and removed using the PyroNoise algorithm (Quince et al., 2011). Reads
were aligned to the SILVA eukaryotic sequence reference database
(Pruesse et al., 2007; Quast et al., 2013). PCR chimeras were removed
using the uchime algorithm (Edgar et al., 2011). A distance matrix was
generated using the command ‘dist.seqs’, and reads were clustered into
operational taxonomic units (OTUs) with a 98% pairwise similarity
score. This cut-off point was used based on approximate empirical de-
lineations between species within the Ascomycota and Basidiomycota
at the D1/D2 26S region (Kurtzman and Robnett, 1998; Romanelli
et al., 2010). Taxonomic classification was performed by comparing a
representative sequence from each OTU to the SILVA Fungi LSU
training database. All OTUs were classified at kingdom, phylum, class,
order, family and genus levels. The raw counts of reads assigned to each
OTU were converted into proportions for each sample to standardise for
the variation in reads per sample (McMurdie and Holmes, 2014). The
sequence data is available in the Short Read Archieve under accession
number PRJNA587013.

For statistical analyses, OTUs were considered to approximate spe-
cies and were not collapsed based on their taxonomic classifications.
Rarefaction curves for each sample were calculated using the ‘rar-
ecurve’ command in the R package ‘vegan’ (Oksanen et al., 2018).

Variations in the vineyard fungal communities observed from the soil
analysis were investigated over a number of different levels and using
different tools. All analyses were performed in the statistical software R:
version 3.4.1 (R Core Team, 2017). The absolute number of species
(absolute species richness) was calculated for each sample and differ-
ences between vineyards were investigated using ANOVA. Differences
between vineyard sites were further tested for by adding an additional
level of complexity that accounts for the types of species present in each
sample (relative species richness). This was done using binary Jaccard
dissimilarities in a PERMANOVA as this limits the calculation of Jac-
card dissimilarities to presence/absence of OTUs or species. To then add
the additional dimension of the abundances of species (as inferred by
the number of reads for each OTU) and thus evaluate the community
composition, non-binary Jaccard dissimilarities were used in a PERM-
ANOVA again testing for differences between vineyard sites. All PER-
OMANOVA analyses were implemented with the ‘adonis’ command in
the R package ‘vegan’ (Oksanen et al., 2018). A diagrammatic ex-
planation of the terms absolute species richness, relative species rich-
ness and community composition can be viewed in Morrison-Whittle
and Goddard (2018). In addition to these analyses, to test the null
hypothesis that the fungal community composition was randomly dis-
tributed across the four vineyard sites, additive diversity partitioning
and hierarchical null model testing was implemented (Anderson et al.,
2011; Crist et al., 2003). Metrics of both species richness (S) to test the
presence/absence of each OTU and Shannon's index to account for the
abundance of OTUs as inferred from read counts were used and the
analyses were implemented using the ‘adipart’ command also in the R
package ‘vegan’. Community differences between vineyard sites were

Fig. 1. Map of the study sites in Bannockburn, Central Otago, New Zealand. The four vineyard sites sampled are outlined in black with the vineyard orientation
indicated with thin black lines. The location of the winery is indicated in yellow. The pie charts next to each vineyard site represent the proportion of reads assigned
to each of the fungal classes indicated in the key. The DISTRUCT plots beside each site depicts the ancestry profiles of the S. cerevisiae genotypes analysed from each
of the vineyard wines. Each vertical line represents one individual and the colours represents the proportion of ancestry assigned to each of the inferred populations
from the InStruct analysis. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)
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visualised using Constrained Correspondence Analysis (CCA) im-
plemented in the R package ‘vegan’. CCA allows for partitioning of the
variance into that explained by the vineyard site and that which is re-
sidual. The plot produced rotates the data to best visualise the variation
explained by vineyard site.

2.3. Ferment Saccharomyces cerevisiae population sampling, molecular
methods and analysis

Fruit from the four vineyard sites was commercially hand-har-
vested, processed and spontaneously fermented (i.e. no commercial
starter yeast were added) in replicate single vineyard batches. There
were variable numbers of ferments performed per vineyard site due to
differences in their physical size resulting in four ferments from Long
Gully, two from Manson's Farm, five from Pipeclay Terrace and three
from Target Gully. Fruit was picked at approximately 25 °Brix and pH
3.2. Sulfur dioxide (SO2) additions were made at a rate of 50mg/L.
Ferment samples were taken at approximately 5 °Brix as assessed
through daily hydrometer measurements which corresponds to when S.
cerevisiae abundance is likely greatest (Goddard, 2008). Samples of
50 mL were taken from each of the single vineyard tanks immediately
after the morning punch-down, correlating with when the tank is likely
the most homogenous. The sampling valve on each tank was washed
with 70% ethanol prior to opening to avoid microbial contamination.
The yeast cells in each sample were pelleted by centrifugation at 3500g
for 4min immediately after sample collection. The supernatant was
discarded and the pellet was refrigerated and sent to the University of
Auckland for processing.

The yeast pellets from each tank were plated on YPD agar with
chloramphenicol (1% (w/v) yeast extract, 2% (w/v) peptone, 2% (w/v)
glucose, 1.5% (w/v) agar and 200mg/L chloramphenicol (Gayevskiy
and Goddard, 2012)) in serial dilutions and incubated at 25 °C for two
days. A total of 93 individual isolates were selected for each vineyard
site from across the replicate tanks and were stored in 15% glycerol at
−80 °C until further analysis.

Genomic DNA was extracted from colonies using a 1.25mg/mL
Zymolyase solution dissolved in 1.2 M sorbitol and 0.1M KH2PO4 at pH
7.2 and treated with EMA to bind unwanted DNA fragments (Rueckert
and Morgan, 2007). Species discrimination between S. cerevisiae and S.
uvarum was performed using a multiplex PCR reaction and species-
specific primers (de Melo Pereira et al., 2010). Genotyping of the S.
cerevisiae isolates by 10 unlinked microsatellite loci was performed
using capillary electrophoresis on an ABI3130XL (Applied Biosystems®,
Life Technologies, Victoria, Australia) as described in Richards et al.
(2009).

The resulting alleles were identified using the Microsatellite Plugin
available in Geneious Version 6.1.6 (https://www.geneious.com), and
allele sizes were binned to control for errors due to plus-A effects and
run to run variation. Identical genotypes from the same vineyard site
were conservatively considered to be a result of clonal expansion and
these we collapsed to a single count in the final dataset. Genotype
matching and estimates of inbreeding were calculated using GenAlEx
(Genetic Analyses in Excel) version 6.5 (Peakall and Smouse, 2012,
2006). HP-Rare was used to estimate allelic richness of the populations
at each vineyard site by rarefaction (Kalinowski, 2005). Population
structure was investigated using a Bayesian clustering algorithm im-
plemented in InStruct (Gao et al., 2007). This was deemed to be the
most appropriate clustering method for this dataset as it does not as-
sume Hardy-Weinberg Equilibrium and accounts for inbreeding which
is expected due to the nature of S. cerevisiae's replication and re-
production (Knight and Goddard, 2015). Three chains of one million
MCMC iterations were performed for K= 1–15, each with a burn-in of
10,000 iterations. The Gelman-Rubin statistic was used to confirm the
convergence of the MCMC chains (Gelman and Rubin, 1992) and the
resulting ancestry profiles were visualised using DISTRUCT (Rosenberg,
2004). ObStruct was used to statistically test whether resulting ancestry

profiles were structured by vineyard site (Gayevskiy et al., 2014).

3. Results

3.1. Vineyard fungal communities

A total of 55,197 good quality DNA sequence reads were obtained
from the 20 composite soil samples collected across all vineyard sites
(Supplementary Table 3). A total of 918 > 97% identity operational
taxonomic units (OTUs, which approximate species) were distinguished
and taxonomic assignment revealed 5 Phyla, 22 classes, 44 orders, 71
families and 89 genera. At the Phylum level, 52% of these comprised
Ascomycota and 7.4% comprised Basidiomycota. The remaining OTUs
were designated either Blastocladiomycota, Chytridiomycota or Glo-
meromycota (5.4%), or were unable to be classified (35.2%). Under the
assumption that the number of reads approximates abundance, then
Ascomycota remains dominant with 79% of total reads followed by
Basidiomycota with 5.2%. These estimates are in line with previous
metagenomic fungal community diversity from Central Otago vineyard
soils (Morrison-Whittle and Goddard, 2015). The rarefaction curves for
each sample can be viewed in Supplementary Figs. S1–S4. Further
analyses of community composition are all performed on the OTUs, not
the taxonomic classifications.

The distribution of taxonomic classes identified at each of the sites is
shown in Fig. 1. Species richness for each site, as measured by the total
number of OTUs identified, was greatest at Pipeclay Terrace with 577,
followed by Manson's Farm with 484, Long Gully with 466 and Target
Gully with 379 but species richness does not significantly differ among
vineyards (ANOVA: F3,16= 1.32, P=0.30). When the types of species
present are accounted for (relative species richness), highly significant
differences were observed between vineyard sites (PERMANOVA with
binary Jaccard dissimilarities: R2= 0.236, P=1×10−4), as is re-
flected by the differential pie-chart portions in Fig. 1. These differences
between vineyard sites are also evident when the abundances of species
are considered (PERMANOVA with non-binary Jaccard dissimilarities:
R2= 0.244, P=1×10−4). Overall, approximately 25% of the var-
iance in species types and abundances is explained by the vineyards the
communities derived from (an average R2 of 0.24). The striking dif-
ference between the fungal communities at each of the vineyard sites is
evident when the community data are visualised in a CCA plot (Fig. 2).
Pairwise PERMANOVAs taking into account the abundances of OTUs
show there are significant differences (P > 0.03) between all vineyards
except Long Gully and Target Gully, and Pipeclay Terrace and Target
Gully; three of the Target Gulley replicates were lost reducing the
power to differentiate this vineyard (Table 1; Fig. 2).

We used an alternate method of analyses (additive diversity parti-
tioning and hierarchical null model testing) accounting for both species
richness and abundance (as measured by Shannon's index) to test for
vineyard specific fungal communities, and these are in-line with in-
ferences from PERMANOVA analyses (Table 2). For species richness,
the observed values for alpha diversity or variation within each locus
(α1) and within each vineyard (α2), and beta diversity or variation
between the loci (β1) are significantly lower than the simulated values
under the null hypothesis; however, the observed beta diversity or
variation between the vineyards (β2) is higher than simulated. This
shows the communities within vineyards, but not necessarily within
loci, are more similar to each other than they are between vineyards,
supporting different fungal communities between vineyards
(P < 10−4). The same is true when the abundance of these species is
accounted for, except the beta diversity or variation between loci (β1) is
also higher than the simulated value.

3.2. Ferment Saccharomyces cerevisiae populations

Of the 372 isolates tested, 358 (96.2%) were positively identified by
PCR as S. cerevisiae and 14 (3.8%) were identified as S. uvarum. Twelve
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of the S. uvarum isolates were from the Pipeclay Terrace wines and two
were from the Target Gully wines. From the 358 S. cerevisiae isolates,
337 genotypes were successfully determined; however, one of the 10
microsatellite loci (YOR267C) repeatedly failed to amplify and was
subsequently removed from analyses. Therefore, the following analyses
were performed on nine microsatellite loci. None of the genotypes
identified matched those of commonly used commercial strains in New
Zealand (Richards et al., 2009). Identical genotypes from each vineyard
site were collapsed to one representative to conservatively account for
clonal expansion during fermentation. This resulted in a total of 167 S.
cerevisiae isolates for analysis; 35 from Long Gully, 57 from Manson's
Farm, 39 from Pipeclay Terrace and 36 from Target Gully
(Supplementary Table 4). This level of within ferment S. cerevisiae di-
versity is similar to other estimates derived from commercial ferments
in New Zealand (Gayevskiy and Goddard, 2012; Goddard et al., 2010;
Knight and Goddard, 2015).

A total of 82 alleles were identified across all loci with between 3
and 17 different alleles at each locus. Consistent with Knight and
Goddard (2015), YFR028C and YML091C reported the greatest number
of alleles with 14 and 17 respectively. Allelic richness did not differ
between the sites with all estimates falling within one standard devia-
tion of each other (Table 3). No loci conformed to Hardy-Weinberg
equilibrium (P=0.001–0.04) suggesting a high degree of inbreeding
within this S. cerevisiae population (Table 3). This is expected given S.
cerevisiae's life cycle and is in-line with other New Zealand spontaneous
ferment populations (Gayevskiy and Goddard, 2012; Goddard et al.,

2010; Knight and Goddard, 2015). InStruct (Gao et al., 2007) was
employed to analyse these data due to the inbred nature of these po-
pulations and analyses suggest the optimal number of subpopulations
(K) were 11 given the data. The ancestry profiles for the isolates do not
appear to cluster by vineyard site (Fig. 1) and ObStruct (Gayevskiy
et al., 2014) analyses show there is no correlation between inferred
population structure and vineyard site (R2= 0.01, P=0.72).

4. Discussion

There is increasing evidence for geographic differentiation of mi-
crobial communities and populations at> 100 km regional scales
(Bokulich et al., 2014; Gayevskiy and Goddard, 2012; Knight and
Goddard, 2015; Martiny et al., 2006; Morrison-Whittle and Goddard,
2015; Taylor et al., 2014), but we do not understand the scale at which
such patterns hold (Meyer et al., 2018; Miura et al., 2017). Here we
demonstrate differentiation between vineyard soil fungal communities
but not between populations of grape must S. cerevisiae within a 2-km
radius in Central Otago, New Zealand, providing evidence of fungal
geographic differentiation at sub-regional scales.

Previous work using metagenomics and S. cerevisiae population
genetics show Central Otago to harbour the most differentiated fungal
communities and S. cerevisiae populations associated with vineyards
and wine from the New Zealand regions analysed to date (Knight and
Goddard, 2015; Taylor et al., 2014). Absolute species richness, as
measured by the number of OTUs, for all four sites combined (918
OTUs) is comparable to previous reports of soil fungal diversity from
the Central Otago region generally (845 OTUs) (Morrison-Whittle and
Goddard, 2015). PERMANOVA analyses, additive diversity partitioning
and hierarchical null model testing converge to show there are differ-
ences between the vineyard fungal communities at each of the four
Central Otago vineyard sites. Previous research in arid Australia in-
vestigating microbial diversity on a gradient from 1-1010 m2 indicates
that microbial eukaryote communities show high local diversity but
moderate regional diversity, with geographical distance being a better
predictor of diversity than land use (Green et al., 2004). The authors
argue ascomycetes are responding to small scale changes in soil
chemistry, water and resource concentrations rather than geomorphic
land system classifiers (Green et al., 2004). This is supported by evi-
dence from a vineyard in China that shows the effect of soil organic
carbon on the diversity of soil fungal communities (Liang et al., 2019).
Miura et al. (2017) report a clear distance-decay relationship for fungal

Fig. 2. CCA plot showing the variation in the fungal communities from each of
the vineyard soil samples analysed. The shape and colour of the sample points
indicate the vineyard site sampled as described by the legend. (For inter-
pretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred
to the Web version of this article.)

Table 1
Results from the additive diversity and null model testing of the vineyard communities using both richness and abundance indices (9999 permutations).

α1 (within vine) α2 (within vineyard) β1 (between vines) β2 (between vineyards) γ

RICHNESS (S) Observed 189.6 476.5 287.0 441.5 918.0
Simulated 341.0 664.6 323.6 253.4 918.0
P-value 1×10−4 1×10−4 1× 10−4 1× 10−4 1

ABUNDANCE (SHANNON’S INDEX) Observed 3.52 4.06 0.54 0.33 4.38
Simulated 4.25 4.35 0.09 0.03 4.38
P-value 1×10−4 1×10−4 1× 10−4 1× 10−4 1

Table 2
Pairwise PERMANOVA results between vineyard sites. All P-values have been
corrected for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini & Hochberg correction
for false discovery rates (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995).

Vineyard sites R2 P-value

Long Gully Manson's Farm 0.16 0.0315*
Long Gully Pipeclay Terrace 0.16 0.027*
Long Gully Target Gully 0.15 0.1692
Manson's Farm Pipeclay Terrace 0.21 0.018*
Manson's Farm Target Gully 0.22 0.0315*
Pipeclay Terrace Target Gully 0.13 0.321
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communities using six vineyard sites in Chile across a range of ap-
proximately 35 km suggesting spatial factors could influence site spe-
cific microbial communities and by extension the site's terroir. On a
global scale, climatic, edaphic and floristic variables have been shown
to be the strongest predictors of fungal diversity, again demonstrating
the importance of the environment on fungal communities (Tedersoo
et al., 2014). Given the small scale and controlled environments (Pinot
Noir vineyards managed by the same company in the same way)
evaluated here, climatic and floristic variables are less likely to be
strong drivers of fungal community differentiation; however it is pos-
sible the fungal communities are responding to differences in local soil
types and nutrient availability, and these difference are in-line with the
inference that natural selection is the dominant force defining fungal
community assemblage in New Zealand vineyards (Morrison-Whittle
and Goddard, 2015). Site level soil analyses were available from the
growers at the vineyard site level (Supplementary Table 2) but no soil
composition data was measured for the specific soil samples analysed in
this study. While some variation in the parameters measured between
the sites is seen in the site level data, whether these differences directly
affect the fungal biodiversity measured at the sites was not able to be
explicitly tested; however, differences in soil composition between the
sites would comprise part of the potential difference that may define
why fungi differ between sites. Regardless of the drivers of these dif-
ferences, there is potential that different fungal communities at the sites
differentially affect fruit and wine quality (Bokulich et al., 2014; Gilbert
et al., 2014).

While we see differences between the overall fungal communities
between vineyard sites, there is no spatial differentiation of populations
of one species in this community (S. cerevisiae) isolated from sponta-
neous ferments of fruit derived from these vineyards. There is evidence
for S. cerevisiae population differentiation at distances of over 100 km
(Gayevskiy and Goddard, 2012; Knight and Goddard, 2015) and global
scales (Liti et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2012); however, there is evidence
for reasonable gene-flow among regional populations in New Zealand.
Importantly, Knight and Goddard (2015) detected no S. cerevisiae po-
pulation differentiation between native and agricultural habitats less
than 100 km apart in multiple New Zealand regions including Central
Otago, and the inference here is again in-line with this: S. cerevisiae
populations are homogenised below ~100 km. In addition, a genome
wide population study across distances less than 17 km in the USA
provided evidence for S. cerevisiae gene-flow (Hyma and Fay, 2013). S.
cerevisiae is sessile, but it has been associated with numerous potential
vectors. On small scales insects are likely vectors and S. cerevisiae is
known to be associated with bees, wasps and fruit flies (Goddard et al.,
2010; Reuter et al., 2007; Stefanini et al., 2012), and S. cerevisiae has
been shown to disperse within vineyards (Buser et al., 2014). S. cere-
visiae has also been associated with birds which may provide a vector
for larger distances (Francesca et al., 2012). The movement of people
and their associated agricultural articles has also been inferred to move
S. cerevisiae at small (Knight and Goddard, 2015) and global scales (Fay
and Benavides, 2005; Legras et al., 2007). Given the evidence of S.
cerevisiae movement across multiple scales by a number of potential
vectors, it is perhaps not surprising we find no differentiation between
S. cerevisiae populations in these vineyards given their close proximity.

Alternatively, it is possible there are vineyard-specific populations,

but that fruit processing in the winery has obscured this. Fruit from all
sites was processed at the same winery located within 2 km of the vi-
neyard sites (Fig. 1). However, tanks were decontaminated and cleaned
before being filled with fruit. High-throughput sequencing of the fungal
ITS region from surface samples of a USA pilot-winery indicates sur-
faces may harbour large populations of S. cerevisiae and other yeasts
prior to harvest, but the majority of the surface communities before and
after harvest comprised organisms with no known link to wine fer-
mentations (Bokulich et al., 2013). In addition, Bokulich et al. (2013)
were unable to evaluate S. cerevisiae population diversity as they se-
quenced the ITS region. Other studies examining winery resident S.
cerevisiae strains have reported that winery resident populations are
important sources of yeasts in uninoculated fermentations (Blanco
et al., 2011; Ciani et al., 2004; Santamaría et al., 2008). With the po-
tential for different yeast species brought in from the vineyard to es-
tablish and populate resident winery microbiota, the opportunity for
the same strains to be introduced to successive ferments and even
successive vintages is conceivable (Bokulich et al., 2013).

Understanding how microbial communities and populations vary at
different scales has direct implications for the quality and sensorial
properties of agricultural products. Previous research has experimen-
tally demonstrated that different S. cerevisiae populations present in
different New Zealand regions can contribute regionally distinct che-
mical properties to Sauvignon Blanc wine (Knight et al., 2015). While
no differences in S. cerevisiae populations were observed at the finer
geographic scale examined here, differences were observed in the vi-
neyard fungal communities. The potential of microbes to influence the
regionally distinct style of a wine goes beyond the one dimensional
effect of regionally differentiated fermenting strains of S. cerevisiae.
Other yeast species are present during fermentation and are known to
contribute and interact to produce different sensorial properties in wine
(Anfang et al., 2009; Comitini et al., 2011; Jolly et al., 2014; Rossouw
and Bauer, 2016). Additionally, microbial communities in the vineyard
can affect vine and fruit quality through their roles in nutrient cycling,
disease and potentially crop development (Barata et al., 2012; Berg
et al., 2014; Philippot et al., 2013; Whipps, 2001). As the vineyard sites
in this study comprised different fungal communities it is reasonable to
suggest that these differences may interact with small scale soil and
climate variances and potentially contribute to the unique sensory
properties of these single vineyard wines. Controlled experiments must
be conducted to formally assess whether different vineyard microbial
communities modulate wine sensory characteristics. More generally,
having a better understanding of the scale at which microbial com-
munities are differentiated, and the effects these communities have on
agricultural systems, has direct economic implications for the food and
beverage industry and could inform sustainable management practices
that maintain and enhance microbial diversity and thus food and bev-
erage quality.
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Table 3
Summary statistics for the S. cerevisiae populations isolated from each vineyard site.

Region Number of individualsa Site specific genotypes Mean allelic richnessb Inbreeding Coefficient FIS

Long Gully 35 18 (51.4%) 6.32 ± 2.63 0.399
Manson's Farm 57 37 (64.9%) 7.26 ± 2.89 0.387
Pipeclay Terrace 39 23 (59.0%) 5.77 ± 1.91 0.458
Target Gully 36 13 (36.1%) 7.59 ± 2.91 0.463

a The number of individuals included in the final analysis after the collapsing of identical individuals due to clonal expansion within vineyard sites.
b Calculated for each locus independently using HP-Rare and based on 68 genes. The mean ± 1 standard deviation are reported.

S.J. Knight, et al. Food Microbiology 87 (2020) 103358

6



Declaration of competing interest

None.

Acknowledgements

Matt Dicey and Mt. Difficulty Wines for support and access to vi-
neyards and ferments. New Zealand Genomics Ltd (NZGL) and Peter
Tsai for DNA sequencing and bioinformatic support.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2019.103358.

References

Anderson, M.J., Crist, T.O., Chase, J.M., Vellend, M., Inouye, B.D., Freestone, A.L.,
Sanders, N.J., Cornell, H.V., Comita, L.S., Davies, K.F., Harrison, S.P., Kraft, N.J.B.,
Stegen, J.C., Swenson, N.G., 2011. Navigating the multiple meanings of β diversity: a
roadmap for the practicing ecologist. Ecol. Lett. 14, 19–28. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1461-0248.2010.01552.x.

Anfang, N., Brajkovich, M., Goddard, M.R., 2009. Co-fermentation with Pichia kluyveri
increases varietal thiol concentrations in Sauvignon Blanc. Aust. J. Grape Wine Res.
15, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2008.00031.x.

Baas-Becking, L.G.M., 1934. Geobiologie of inleiding tot de milieukunde. W.P. Van
Stockum & Zoon, The Hague, the Netherlands.

Bagheri, B., Zambelli, P., Vigentini, I., Bauer, F.F., Setati, M.E., 2018. Investigating the
effect of selected non-Saccharomyces species on wine ecosystem function and major
volatiles. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol. 6, 169. https://doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2018.
00169.

Barata, A., Malfeito-Ferreira, M., Loureiro, V., 2012. The microbial ecology of wine grape
berries. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 153, 243–259. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.
2011.11.025.

Benjamini, Y., Hochberg, Y., 1995. Controlling the false discovery rate: A practical and
powerful approach to multiple testing. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. B Stat. Methodol. 57 (1),
289–300.

Berg, G., Grube, M., Schloter, M., Smalla, K., 2014. Unraveling the plant microbiome:
looking back and future perspectives. Front. Microbiol. 5, 148. https://doi.org/10.
3389/fmicb.2014.00148.

Blanco, P., Orriols, I., Losada, A., 2011. Survival of commercial yeasts in the winery
environment and their prevalence during spontaneous fermentations. J. Ind.
Microbiol. Biotechnol. 38, 235–239. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10295-010-0818-2.

Bokulich, N.A., Ohta, M., Richardson, P.M., Mills, D.A., 2013. Monitoring seasonal
changes in winery-resident microbiota. PLoS One 8, e66437. https://doi.org/10.
1371/journal.pone.0066437.

Bokulich, N.A., Thorngate, J.H., Richardson, P.M., Mills, D.A., 2014. Microbial biogeo-
graphy of wine grapes is conditioned by cultivar, vintage, and climate. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 111, E139–E148. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1317377110.

Börlin, M., Venet, P., Claisse, O., Salin, F., Legras, J.-L., Masneuf-Pomarede, I., 2016.
Cellar-associated Saccharomyces cerevisiae population structure revealed high-level
diversity and perennial persistence at Sauternes wine estates. Appl. Environ.
Microbiol. 82, 2909–2918. https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.03627-15.

Buser, C.C., Newcomb, R.D., Gaskett, A.C., Goddard, M.R., 2014. Niche construction in-
itiates the evolution of mutualistic interactions. Ecol. Lett. 17, 1257–1264. https://
doi.org/10.1111/ele.12331.

Ciani, M., Mannazzu, I., Marinangeli, P., Clementi, F., Martini, A., 2004. Contribution of
winery-resident Saccharomyces cerevisiae strains to spontaneous grape must fermen-
tation. Antonie Leeuwenhoek 85, 159–164. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:ANTO.
0000020284.05802.d7.

Comitini, F., Gobbi, M., Domizio, P., Romani, C., Lencioni, L., Mannazzu, I., Ciani, M.,
2011. Selected non-Saccharomyces wine yeasts in controlled multistarter fermenta-
tions with Saccharomyces cerevisiae. Food Microbiol. 28, 873–882. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.fm.2010.12.001.

Crist, T.O., Veech, J.A., Gering, J.C., Summerville, K.S., 2003. Partitioning species di-
versity across landscapes and regions: a hierarchical analysis of alpha, beta, and
gamma diversity. Am. Nat. 162, 734–743. https://doi.org/10.1086/378901.

de Melo Pereira, G.V., Ramos, C.L., Galvão, C., Souza Dias, E., Schwan, R.F., 2010. Use of
specific PCR primers to identify three important industrial species of Saccharomyces
genus: Saccharomyces cerevisiae, Saccharomyces bayanus and Saccharomyces pastor-
ianus. Lett. Appl. Microbiol. 51, 131–137. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-765X.
2010.02868.x.

Dubourdieu, D., Tominaga, T., Masneuf, I., Des Gachons, C., Murat, M., 2006. The role of
yeasts in grape flavor development during fermentation: the example of Sauvignon
blanc. Am. J. Enol. Vitic. 57, 81–88.

Edgar, R.C., Haas, B.J., Clemente, J.C., Quince, C., Knight, R., 2011. UCHIME improves
sensitivity and speed of chimera detection. Bioinformatics 27, 2194–2200. https://
doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btr381.

Fay, J.C., Benavides, J.A., 2005. Evidence for domesticated and wild populations of
Saccharomyces cerevisiae. PLoS Genet. 1, 66–71. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.

pgen.0010005.
Finlay, B.J., 2002. Global dispersal of free-living microbial eukaryote species. Science

296, 1061–1063. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1070710. (80-. ).
Fleet, G.H., 2003. Yeast interactions and wine flavour. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 86, 11–22.

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1605(03)00245-9.
Francesca, N., Canale, D.E., Settanni, L., Moschetti, G., 2012. Dissemination of wine-re-

lated yeasts by migratory birds. Environ. Microbiol. Rep. 4, 105–112. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1758-2229.2011.00310.x.

Gao, H., Williamson, S., Bustamante, C.D., 2007. A Markov chain Monte Carlo approach
for joint inference of population structure and inbreeding rates from multilocus
genotype data. Genetics 176, 1635–1651. https://doi.org/10.1534/genetics.107.
072371.

Gayevskiy, V., Goddard, M.R., 2012. Geographic delineations of yeast communities and
populations associated with vines and wines in New Zealand. ISME J. 6, 1281–1290.
https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2011.195.

Gayevskiy, V., Klaere, S., Knight, S., Goddard, M.R., 2014. ObStruct: a method to ob-
jectively analyse factors driving population structure using Bayesian ancestry pro-
files. PLoS One 9, e85196. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0085196.

Gelman, A., Rubin, D.B., 1992. Inference from iterative simulation using multiple se-
quences. Stat. Sci. 7, 457–472. https://doi.org/10.1214/ss/1177011136.

Gilbert, J.A., van der Lelie, D., Zarraonaindia, I., 2014. Microbial terroir for wine grapes.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 111, 5–6. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1320471110.

Goddard, M.R., 2008. Quantifying the complexities of Saccharomyces cerevisiae's eco-
system engineering via fermentation. Ecology 89, 2077–2082. https://doi.org/10.
1890/07-2060.1.

Goddard, M.R., Anfang, N., Tang, R., Gardner, R.C., Jun, C., 2010. A distinct population
of Saccharomyces cerevisiae in New Zealand: evidence for local dispersal by insects
and human-aided global dispersal in oak barrels. Environ. Microbiol. 12, 63–73.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1462-2920.2009.02035.x.

Green, J.L., Holmes, A.J., Westoby, M., Oliver, I., Briscoe, D., Dangerfield, M., Gillings,
M., Beattie, A.J., 2004. Spatial scaling of microbial eukaryote diversity. Nature 432,
747–750. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03034.

Hanson, C.A., Fuhrman, J.A., Horner-Devine, M.C., Martiny, J.B.H., 2012. Beyond bio-
geographic patterns: processes shaping the microbial landscape. Nat. Rev. Microbiol.
10, 497–506. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro2795.

Howell, K.S., Cozzolino, D., Bartowsky, E.J., Fleet, G.H., Henschke, P.A., 2006. Metabolic
profiling as a tool for revealing Saccharomyces interactions during wine fermenta-
tion. FEMS Yeast Res. 6, 91–101. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1567-1364.2005.
00010.x.

Howell, K.S., Swiegers, J.H., Elsey, G.M., Siebert, T.E., Bartowsky, E.J., Fleet, G.H.,
Pretorius, I.S., de Barros Lopes, M.A., 2004. Variation in 4-mercapto-4-methyl-
pentan-2-one release by Saccharomyces cerevisiae commercial wine strains. FEMS
Microbiol. Lett. 240, 125–129. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.femsle.2004.09.022.

Hyma, K.E., Fay, J.C., 2013. Mixing of vineyard and oak-tree ecotypes of Saccharomyces
cerevisiae in North American vineyards. Mol. Ecol. 22, 2917–2930. https://doi.org/
10.1111/mec.12155.

Jolly, N.P., Varela, C., Pretorius, I.S., 2014. Not your ordinary yeast: non-Saccharomyces
yeasts in wine production uncovered. FEMS Yeast Res. 14, 215–237. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1567-1364.12111.

Jung, Y., 2014. Tasting and judging the unknown terroir of the Bulgarian wine: the po-
litical economy of sensory experience. Food Foodw. 22, 24–47. https://doi.org/10.
1080/07409710.2014.892733.

Kalinowski, S.T., 2005. hp-rare 1.0: a computer program for performing rarefaction on
measures of allelic richness. Mol. Ecol. Notes 5, 187–189. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1471-8286.2004.00845.x.

Knight, S., Goddard, M.R., 2015. Quantifying separation and similarity in a Saccharomyces
cerevisiae metapopulation. ISME J. 9, 361–370. https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2014.
132.

Knight, S., Klaere, S., Fedrizzi, B., Goddard, M.R., 2015. Regional microbial signatures
positively correlate with differential wine phenotypes: evidence for a microbial as-
pect to terroir. Sci. Rep. 5, 14233. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep14233.

Kurtzman, C., Robnett, C., 2003. Phylogenetic relationships among yeasts of the
“Saccharomyces complex” determined from multigene sequence analyses. FEMS Yeast
Res. 3, 417–432. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1567-1356(03)00012-6.

Kurtzman, C.P., Robnett, C.J., 1998. Identification and phylogeny of ascomycetous yeasts
from analysis of nuclear large subunit (26S) ribosomal DNA partial sequences.
Antonie Leeuwenhoek 73, 331–371.

Legras, J.-L., Merdinoglu, D., Cornuet, J.-M., Karst, F., 2007. Bread, beer and wine:
Saccharomyces cerevisiae diversity reflects human history. Mol. Ecol. 16, 2091–2102.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03266.x.

Liang, H., Wang, X., Yan, J., Luo, L., 2019. Characterizing the intra-vineyard variation of
soil bacterial and fungal communities. Front. Microbiol. 10, 1239. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fmicb.2019.01239.

Liti, G., Carter, D.M., Moses, A.M., Warringer, J., Parts, L., James, S.A., Davey, R.P.,
Roberts, I.N., Burt, A., Koufopanou, V., Tsai, I.J., Bergman, C.M., Bensasson, D.,
O'Kelly, M.J.T., van Oudenaarden, A., Barton, D.B.H., Bailes, E., Nguyen, A.N., Jones,
M., Quail, M.A., Goodhead, I., Sims, S., Smith, F., Blomberg, A., Durbin, R., Louis,
E.J., 2009. Population genomics of domestic and wild yeasts. Nature 458, 337–341.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07743.

Martiniuk, J.T., Pacheco, B., Russell, G., Tong, S., Backstrom, I., Measday, V., 2016.
Impact of commercial strain use on Saccharomyces cerevisiae population structure and
dynamics in Pinot Noir vineyards and spontaneous fermentations of a Canadian
winery. PLoS One 11, e0160259.

Martiny, J.B.H., Bohannan, B.J.M., Brown, J.H., Colwell, R.K., Fuhrman, J.A., Green, J.L.,
Horner-Devine, M.C., Kane, M., Krumins, J.A., Kuske, C.R., Morin, P.J., Naeem, S.,
Ovreås, L., Reysenbach, A.-L., Smith, V.H., Staley, J.T., 2006. Microbial

S.J. Knight, et al. Food Microbiology 87 (2020) 103358

7

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2019.103358
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2019.103358
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01552.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01552.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2008.00031.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref3
https://doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2018.00169
https://doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2018.00169
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2011.11.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2011.11.025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/opt09YPWOK37g
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/opt09YPWOK37g
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/opt09YPWOK37g
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2014.00148
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2014.00148
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10295-010-0818-2
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0066437
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0066437
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1317377110
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.03627-15
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12331
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12331
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:ANTO.0000020284.05802.d7
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:ANTO.0000020284.05802.d7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2010.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2010.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1086/378901
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-765X.2010.02868.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-765X.2010.02868.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref16
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btr381
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btr381
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.0010005
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.0010005
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1070710
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1605(03)00245-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1758-2229.2011.00310.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1758-2229.2011.00310.x
https://doi.org/10.1534/genetics.107.072371
https://doi.org/10.1534/genetics.107.072371
https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2011.195
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0085196
https://doi.org/10.1214/ss/1177011136
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1320471110
https://doi.org/10.1890/07-2060.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/07-2060.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1462-2920.2009.02035.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03034
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro2795
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1567-1364.2005.00010.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1567-1364.2005.00010.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.femsle.2004.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.12155
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.12155
https://doi.org/10.1111/1567-1364.12111
https://doi.org/10.1111/1567-1364.12111
https://doi.org/10.1080/07409710.2014.892733
https://doi.org/10.1080/07409710.2014.892733
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-8286.2004.00845.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-8286.2004.00845.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2014.132
https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2014.132
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep14233
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1567-1356(03)00012-6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref40
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03266.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2019.01239
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2019.01239
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07743
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref44


biogeography: putting microorganisms on the map. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 4, 102–112.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro1341.

McMurdie, P.J., Holmes, S., 2014. Waste not, want not: why rarefying microbiome data is
inadmissible. PLoS Comput. Biol. 10, e1003531. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pcbi.1003531.

Meyer, K.M., Memiaghe, H., Korte, L., Kenfack, D., Alonso, A., Bohannan, B.J.M., 2018.
Why do microbes exhibit weak biogeographic patterns? ISME J. 12, 1404–1413.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41396-018-0103-3.

Miura, T., Sánchez, R., Castañeda, L.E., Godoy, K., Barbosa, O., 2017. Is microbial terroir
related to geographic distance between vineyards? Environ. Microbiol. Rep. 9,
742–749. https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-2229.12589.

Morrison-Whittle, P., Goddard, M.R., 2018. From vineyard to winery: a cource map of
microbial diversity driving wine fermentation. Environ. Microbiol. 20, 75–84.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.13960.

Morrison-Whittle, P., Goddard, M.R., 2015. Quantifying the relative roles of selective and
neutral processes in defining eukaryotic microbial communities. ISME J. 9,
2003–2011. https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2015.18.

O'Malley, M.A., 2008. “Everything is everywhere: but the environment selects”: ubiqui-
tous distribution and ecological determinism in microbial biogeography. Stud. Hist.
Philos. Biol. Biomed. Sci. 39, 314–325. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shpsc.2008.06.
005.

Oksanen, J., Blanchet, F.G., Friendly, M., Kindt, R., Legendre, P., McGlinn, D., Minchin,
P.R., O'Hara, R.B., Simpson, G.L., Solymos, P., Stevens, M.H.H., Szoecs, E., Wagner,
H., 2018. Vegan: community ecology package.

Peakall, R., Smouse, P.E., 2012. GenAlEx 6.5: genetic analysis in Excel. Population genetic
software for teaching and research–an update. Bioinformatics 28, 2537–2539.
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bts460.

Peakall, R.O.D., Smouse, P.E., 2006. Genalex 6: genetic analysis in Excel. Population
genetic software for teaching and research. Mol. Ecol. Notes 6, 288–295. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1471-8286.2005.01155.x.

Philippot, L., Raaijmakers, J.M., Lemanceau, P., van der Putten, W.H., 2013. Going back
to the roots: the microbial ecology of the rhizosphere. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 11,
789–799. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro3109.

Pruesse, E., Quast, C., Knittel, K., Fuchs, B.M., Ludwig, W., Peplies, J., Glöckner, F.O.,
2007. SILVA: a comprehensive online resource for quality checked and aligned ri-
bosomal RNA sequence data compatible with ARB. Nucleic Acids Res. 35,
7188–7196. https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkm864.

Quast, C., Pruesse, E., Yilmaz, P., Gerken, J., Schweer, T., Yarza, P., Peplies, J., Glöckner,
F.O., 2013. The SILVA ribosomal RNA gene database project: improved data pro-
cessing and web-based tools. Nucleic Acids Res. 41, D590–D596. https://doi.org/10.
1093/nar/gks1219.

Quince, C., Lanzen, A., Davenport, R.J., Turnbaugh, P.J., 2011. Removing noise from
pyrosequenced amplicons. BMC Bioinf. 12, 38. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-
12-38.

R Core Team, 2017. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R Found.
Stat. Comput. Vienna, Austria [WWW Document]. https://www.r-project.org/.

Reuter, M., Bell, G., Greig, D., 2007. Increased outbreeding in yeast in response to dis-
persal by an insect vector. Curr. Biol. 17, R81–R83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.
2006.11.059.

Richards, K.D., Goddard, M.R., Gardner, R.C., 2009. A database of microsatellite geno-
types for Saccharomyces cerevisiae. Antonie Leeuwenhoek 96, 355–359. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10482-009-9346-3.

Romanelli, A.M., Sutton, D.A., Thompson, E.H., Rinaldi, M.G., Wickes, B.L., 2010.
Sequence-based identification of filamentous basidiomycetous fungi from clinical
specimens: a cautionary note. J. Clin. Microbiol. 48, 741–752. https://doi.org/10.
1128/JCM.01948-09.

Rosenberg, N.A., 2004. distruct: a program for the graphical display of population

structure. Mol. Ecol. Notes 4, 137–138. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1471-8286.2003.
00566.x.

Rossouw, D., Bauer, F.F., 2016. Exploring the phenotypic space of non-Saccharomyces
wine yeast biodiversity. Food Microbiol. 55, 32–46. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.
2015.11.017.

Rueckert, A., Morgan, H.W., 2007. Removal of contaminating DNA from polymerase
chain reaction using ethidium monoazide. J. Microbiol. Methods 68, 596–600.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mimet.2006.11.006.

Santamaría, P., López, R., López, E., Garijo, P., Gutiérrez, A.R., 2008. Permanence of yeast
inocula in the winery ecosystem and presence in spontaneous fermentations. Eur.
Food Res. Technol. 227, 1563–1567. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00217-008-0855-5.

Schloss, P.D., Westcott, S.L., Ryabin, T., Hall, J.R., Hartmann, M., Hollister, E.B.,
Lesniewski, R.A., Oakley, B.B., Parks, D.H., Robinson, C.J., Sahl, J.W., Stres, B.,
Thallinger, G.G., Van Horn, D.J., Weber, C.F., 2009. Introducing mothur: open-
source, platform-independent, community-supported software for describing and
comparing microbial communities. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 75, 7537–7541.
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01541-09.

Setati, M.E., Jacobson, D., Andong, U.-C., Bauer, F.F., 2012. The vineyard yeast micro-
biome, a mixed model microbial map. PLoS One 7, e52609. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0052609.

Stefanini, I., Dapporto, L., Legras, J.-L., Calabretta, A., Di Paola, M., De Filippo, C., Viola,
R., Capretti, P., Polsinelli, M., Turillazzi, S., Cavalieri, D., 2012. Role of social wasps
in Saccharomyces cerevisiae ecology and evolution. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 109,
13398–13403. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1208362109.

Taylor, M.W., Tsai, P., Anfang, N., Ross, H.A., Goddard, M.R., 2014. Pyrosequencing
reveals regional differences in fruit-associated fungal communities. Environ.
Microbiol. 16, 2848–2858. https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.12456.

Tedersoo, L., Bahram, M., Põlme, S., Kõljalg, U., Yorou, N.S., Wijesundera, R., Villarreal
Ruiz, L., Vasco-Palacios, A.M., Thu, P.Q., Suija, A., Smith, M.E., Sharp, C., Saluveer,
E., Saitta, A., Rosas, M., Riit, T., Ratkowsky, D., Pritsch, K., Põldmaa, K., Piepenbring,
M., Phosri, C., Peterson, M., Parts, K., Pärtel, K., Otsing, E., Nouhra, E., Njouonkou,
A.L., Nilsson, R.H., Morgado, L.N., Mayor, J., May, T.W., Majuakim, L., Lodge, D.J.,
Lee, S.S., Larsson, K.-H., Kohout, P., Hosaka, K., Hiiesalu, I., Henkel, T.W., Harend,
H., Guo, L., Greslebin, A., Grelet, G., Geml, J., Gates, G., Dunstan, W., Dunk, C.,
Drenkhan, R., Dearnaley, J., De Kesel, A., Dang, T., Chen, X., Buegger, F., Brearley,
F.Q., Bonito, G., Anslan, S., Abell, S., Abarenkov, K., 2014. Fungal biogeography.
Global diversity and geography of soil fungi. Science 346, 1256688. https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.1256688. (80-. ).

Thibon, C., Cluzet, S., Mérillon, J.M., Darriet, P., Dubourdieu, D., 2011. 3-
Sulfanylhexanol precursor biogenesis in grapevine cells: the stimulating effect of
Botrytis cinerea. J. Agric. Food Chem. 59, 1344–1351. https://doi.org/10.1021/
jf103915y.

Thibon, C., Dubourdieu, D., Darriet, P., Tominaga, T., 2009. Impact of noble rot on the
aroma precursor of 3-sulfanylhexanol content in Vitis vinifera L. cv Sauvignon blanc
and Semillon grape juice. Food Chem. 114, 1359–1364. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foodchem.2008.11.016.

Thomsen, P.F., Willerslev, E., 2015. Environmental DNA – an emerging tool in con-
servation for monitoring past and present biodiversity. Biol. Conserv. 183, 4–18.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.11.019.

van Leeuwen, C., Seguin, G., 2006. The concept of terroir in viticulture. J. Wine Res. 17,
1–10. https://doi.org/10.1080/09571260600633135.

Wang, Q.-M., Liu, W.-Q., Liti, G., Wang, S.-A., Bai, F.-Y., 2012. Surprisingly diverged
populations of Saccharomyces cerevisiae in natural environments remote from human
activity. Mol. Ecol. 21, 5404–5417. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.
05732.x.

Whipps, J.M., 2001. Microbial interactions and biocontrol in the rhizosphere. J. Exp. Bot.
52, 487–511. https://doi.org/10.1093/jexbot/52.suppl_1.487.

S.J. Knight, et al. Food Microbiology 87 (2020) 103358

8

https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro1341
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1003531
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1003531
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41396-018-0103-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-2229.12589
https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.13960
https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2015.18
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shpsc.2008.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shpsc.2008.06.005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-0020(19)30968-2/sref52
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bts460
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-8286.2005.01155.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-8286.2005.01155.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro3109
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkm864
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gks1219
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gks1219
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-12-38
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-12-38
https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2006.11.059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2006.11.059
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10482-009-9346-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10482-009-9346-3
https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.01948-09
https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.01948-09
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1471-8286.2003.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1471-8286.2003.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2015.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2015.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mimet.2006.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00217-008-0855-5
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01541-09
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052609
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052609
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1208362109
https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.12456
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1256688
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1256688
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf103915y
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf103915y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2008.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2008.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1080/09571260600633135
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05732.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05732.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/jexbot/52.suppl_1.487

	Small scale fungal community differentiation in a vineyard system
	Introduction
	Material and methods
	Vineyard sites
	Vineyard fungal community sampling, molecular methods and analysis
	Ferment Saccharomyces cerevisiae population sampling, molecular methods and analysis

	Results
	Vineyard fungal communities
	Ferment Saccharomyces cerevisiae populations

	Discussion
	Funding sources
	mk:H1_11
	Acknowledgements
	Supplementary data
	References




