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Abstract 

In aquaculture   the oral route of vaccination is more feasible than immersion and injection routes. In oral vaccination, the vaccine is 
incorporated in feeds. In this case, palatability and water stability of the feed incorporated with vaccines and the influence of the feed 
incorporated with vaccines on growth performance of fish is important. In this study, for water stability test, 2 g of biofilm feed-based, 
free-cell feed-based and commercial pellets as control was put in 100 ml of water and were incubated at 30°C. Water stability of the feed 
was measured for various times from 1 to 7 hours. Also for evaluating the palatability of the different kinds of pellets, fishes in different 
groups were fed with 50 pellets of different kind of feeds in each aquarium. No any significant difference was observed in different hours 
of water stability of vaccine incorporated and commercial pallets. For determining the growth performance of the different type of the 
feed on red tilapia 50 ± 2 g fish were divided in different aquarium and fed with different kind of feeds for four weeks. Results showed 
no any significant difference between palatability of the vaccine incorporated and commercial pellets. In addition growth performance 
parameters showed no any significant differences between fish fed by commercial and feed incorporated with vaccines. 

Keywords: Palatability, Water Stability, Growth Performance, Red Tilapia 

Introduction 

Tilapia is the most cultured fish worldwide and is second to carp as a farmed fish food (Fitzsimmons, 2015). The production of tilapia in 
2000 was more than 1.5 million MT compared with that in 1980 (28,260 million MT). This information shows that tilapia is one of the 
most important species for aquaculture in the 21st century. The introduction of tilapia in international markets in the first half of 2015 
was 200,000 MT. Moreover, more than 75,000 MT of whole tilapia were exported to the international market from Asian countries 
(FAO, 2015). The global production of tilapia is estimated to exceed 5 million MT with a growth rate of 6% compared with that in 2014 
(FAO, 2015). 

Streptococcu agalactiae is a Gram-positive bacterium under group B Streptococcus (GBS). It is a major agent of meningoencephalitis 
and infection in fishes (Evans et al., 2006). GBS is one of the important pathogenic species which cause infection in a wide range of 
animals, such as reptiles, mammals, amphibians and fish (Elliot et al., 1990). S. agalactiae infection leads to enormous mortality in 
several wild and cultured fishes, including both freshwater and marine species (Pasnik et al., 2005b). Tilapia is highly prone to S. 
agalactiae infection. Streptococcosis caused by S. agalactiae can lead to huge mortality in tilapia farms annually. Thus, this disease has 
become a major problem in the aquaculture industry causing up to 100% mortality (Ferguson et al., 1994; Agnew and Barnes, 2007. A 
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wide range of fish species exposed to streptococcosis with high mortality rates include freshwater fish, golden shiner (Robinson and 
Meyer, 1966), tilapia (Miyazaki et al, 1984) and rainbow trout (Humphrey et al., 1987; Bragg et al., 1989). In addition, blue fish, striped 
mullet, striped bass (Baya et al, .1990), eels (Plumb et al., 1974), yellowtail (Kimura and Kusuda, 1979) and menhaden (Cook and 
Lofton, 1975) are affected by streptococcosis. S. agalactiae occurs in tilapia farms, especially in large tilapias (Amal et al., 2008), and 
has caused significant economic losses in the tilapia industry (Pasnik et al., 2005a). The economic losses due to streptococcosis 
amounted to USD 150 million in 2000 and reached USD 250 million in 2008 (Othman et al., 2015; Klesius et al., 2008 & 2000). 
Recently, this disease has become a critical problem in tilapia farms. Among different routes of vaccination, application of oral route is 
more demand by fish farmers as it is less cost-effective and less stressful. However, the maintaining of water quality and palatability of 
feed incorporated with the vaccine are important issues and need to be assessed. To our knowledge there is no such data in the literature 
review and thus, this study addressed the palatability, water stability, growth performance and protective efficacy of feed-based biofilm 
and free-cell vaccines against S. agalactiae in red tilapia. 
 
Material and Methods 

Polystyrene plate biofilm formation assay of Streptococcus agalactiae 

Biofilm formation was determined by the ability of cells to produce extracellular polymeric substances and adhere to the 96-well 
polystyrene plate using the modified method of Boddey et al. (2006). Briefly, a 100 µl of LB broth (Pronadisa, Spain) was added into 
each well of sterile 96-well polystyrene plate (SPL, Korea) followed by the addition of 1 µl of S. agalactiae culture which was grown at 
37°C overnight with shaking at 150 rpm. The plate was incubated without shaking at 37°C for 18 hours. Thereafter, 1 µl from each well 
was transferred into the clean and fresh wells of 96-well plate containing 100 µl of fresh LB before the plates being incubated without 
shaking at 37°C for 24 hours. The supernatant was discarded carefully and the wells were stained with 150 µl of 1% crystal violet (BD, 
Ireland) at room temperature for 30 minutes. The wells were washed twice with 175 µl sterile deionized water prior to addition 175 µl of 
dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) (Vivantis, USA) to solubilize the crystal violet. The absorbancy of the well was read at wavelength 570 nm 
using spectrophotometry (Thermo Scientific, VARIOSKAN LUX, USA). Wells containing the medium was used as control. The same 
protocol was followed to quantify the biofilm after prolonged incubation at 37°C for 48 hours and the results were compared to the 
biofilms formed for 24 hours post-incubation. 

Vaccine Development 

Free-Cell Vaccine Preparation 

For the preparation of free-cell vaccine, 1.5% (w/v) TSB medium was placed in a conical flask and sterilised by autoclaving at 121°C for 
15 min. The S. agalactiae strain was inoculated into TSB and placed under shaking condition (180 rpm) at 30 °C for 24 h. The cells were 
harvested by centrifugation at 10,000 rpm for 10 min followed by three washing with sterile phosphate buffer saline (PBS) at pH 7.4 
prior to inactivation at 90 °C for 10 min in a water bath. The concentration of whole inactivated-cells was adjusted at 1010 CFU/mL. 

Biofilm Vaccine Preparation 

S. agalactiae biofilm was prepared as described by Azad et al. (1997) with some modifications. A conical flask containing 0.225% (w/v) 
Trypticase soy broth (TSB) and chitin flakes (0.3% w/v) (CIFT, Cochin, India) was prepared. Conical flask along with 0.225% (w/v) 
TSB and 0.3% (w/v) chitin was autoclaved at 121 °C for 15 min for sterilization. After cooling, S. agalactiae was inoculated in the 
medium, placed at 30 °C with a shaking condition (180 rpm) for 6 h per day. On the 4th day, the supernatant was discarded and biofilm 
cells along with chitin flakes were collected. Then, the chitin flakes were washed three times with sterile PBS at pH 7.4 to remove the 
loose bands and free-cell. PBS was then added and the flasks were vortexed gently for 3–5 min. Cell counting was performed by dilution 
method and culture on media to determine the concentration of biofilm cells on the chitin (1010 CFU/g). Biofilm cells were inactivated 
by putting in a water bath and heating at 100°C for 50 min. The safety of vaccine was also confirmed by culturing of the inactivated cells 
on Trypticase soy agar (TSA) and blood agar incubated at 30 °C for 24 h. 

Incorporation of Biofilm and Free-Cell Vaccines in Feed  

The biofilm and free-cell vaccines were homogeneously mixed with red hybrid tilapia feed. The prepared feeds were pelletized using a 
pelletiser machine (Bosch, Germany) and then sun dried. A control feed with the same ingredients without vaccine was used. 

Water stability of the feed 
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The feed incorporated with biofilm vaccine, whole-cell vaccine and control feed without any vaccine was prepared for water stability test 
as described by Obaldo et al. (2002) with some modifications. Briefly, 2 g of each kind of feed was added into 100 ml of water in the 
flasks in three replicates and the flasks were incubated at 30°C. Water stability of the feed was measured for various times from 1 to 7 
hours. After incubation time all solids were collected by whatman filter and dried in oven and weighted. The water stability of feed was 
calculated as the ratio of the remained solid in the water and the dry matter of the original feed at the start of the experiment and was 
expressed as percentage.  

Fish and growth condition 

Healthy red tilapias were collected from a commercial farm in UPM aquaculture site, Puchong, Malaysia. They were acclimated for 2 
weeks in 200-L capacity fiberglass tanks. The samples were aerated with freshwater at 27± 2 °C and fed twice a day with 5% of their 
body weights. The water parameters were: pH, 7.2–8; temperature, 27± 2 °C; hardness, 75–100 mg/L; dissolved oxygen, 7–8 mg/L; and 
ammonia concentration, <0.1 mg/L with renewal of 10% of the water daily to remove waste feed and faecal materials. 

Palatability of the feed 

After two weeks of acclimatisation in fiberglass tanks, 90 red tilapias weighing 50 ± 2 g were divided into the cleaned glass aquariums, 
each with 10 fishes in three replicates per treatment. Groups included biofilm feed, whole-cell feed, and control feed. Palatability was 
conducted by using Dong et al. (2016) method with some modifications. One day before growth performance trial, for comparison of the 
palatability of the different kind of feeds, fishes in different groups were fed with 50 pellets of different kind of feeds in each aquarium. 
They were monitored for 1 h and after 1 h the uneaten pellets were collected and counted. Ingestion ratio was utilized for evaluating the 
palatability by counting the number of ingested pellets divided by the number of fed pellets. 

Growth performance of red tilapia 

The growth performance was followed using the below equations. The water was filtered using top filters and was changed twice a week 
along with water syphoning to remove the faeces. Fish were fed at 5% body weight/ day. First group was fed using feed incorporated 
with biofilm, second group using whole-cell vaccine and control group was normal feed.  The experiment was run for four weeks and 
clove oil was used as anesthetizer during the biometry works. 
 
Weight gain (WG) (g) = FBW (g) – IBW (g) 

Daily weight gain (DWG) (g/day) = 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 (𝑔𝑔)−𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 (𝑔𝑔)
𝑡𝑡

 

Relative growth rate (RGR) (%/day) = [ 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 (𝑔𝑔)−𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 (𝑔𝑔)
𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼×𝑡𝑡

] × 100 

Percent weight gain (PWG) (%) = [ 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 (𝑔𝑔)−𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 (𝑔𝑔)
𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼

] × 100  

Specific growth rate (SGR) (%/day) = [ 𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 (𝑔𝑔)−𝐿𝐿𝐿𝐿 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 (𝑔𝑔)
𝑡𝑡

] × 100 

Where FBW and IBW are final and initial body weight respectively, t is the days of culture, and Ln is natural log 

Bacterial Challenge and vaccine protection 

S. agalactiae was grwon into brain heart infusion broth (Merk, Germany) incubated in 37 ºC for 24h. Fish in different groups were 
challenged with 1 mL of live virulent S. agalactiae at 109 CFU/mL via IP injection. The challenged fish were observed for 7 days post-
challenge.  

Statistical Analysis 

One–way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was applied to address the differences among treated groups and control group at confidence 
interval of 95% (p< 0.05). Multiple comparisons as tukey test was conducted to explore the level of difference among the groups while 
the P value indicated the value lower than 0.05. All Statistical tests were done using SPSS version 19 computer software. 

Results 

In vitro biofilm formation by Streptococcus agalactiae  
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After staining the wells of 96 well polystyrene plate with crystal violet (Fig1) and reading the OD of the wells at 570 nm, the results 
revealed that the higher OD measured for the samples after 48 hours. The mean OD of the control including only media was 0.130 ± 
0.021. The mean ODs of the samples which produced biofilm at 24 and 48 hours were 0.437 ± 0.052 and 0.686 ± 0.015 respectively 
(Fig2). The results showed that the OD values of the biofilm formation after 24 and 48 h was significantly (P< 0.05) higher than control. 
In addition, the OD value of the biofilm formation after 48 h was significantly (P< 0.05) higher than that for 24 h. 
 

 
Fig 1: Biofilm formation assay of Streptococcus agalactiae in 96 well polystyrene plates with crystal violet 
staining. The first line is the biofilm formation after 24 h, the second line is the biofilm formation after 48 h, 

and the last line is the control including only media. 
 

 
Fig 2: Optical density of the production of biofilm by Streptococcus agalactiae at 24h and 48h. The 

different lowercase superscripts indicate significant differences between the 24, 48h biofilm production 
and the control. 

 
Validation of the Developed Biofilm Vaccine 

The cultured vaccines on TSA and blood agar was observed for bacterial growth. No growth was observed on TSA and blood agar. This 
result proved that the bacteria were killed with heating and further confirmed vaccine development. 

Growth performance of red hybrid tilapia fed by different types of feed 

The fish of each group was weighted weekly and their weight was recorded (Table 1). After analysis, revealed that no significant 
differences was (P> 0.05) observed in fish weight fed with different types of feeds (fig 3). Also the weight gain (WG), daily weight gain 
(DWG), relative growth rate (RGR), and specific growth rate (SGR) (Table 2 and fig 4) showed no significant differences (P> 0.05) 
among different groups. The results of the growth performance between different groups revealed that vaccines do not influence or 
decrease the growth performance of the vaccinated fish compared with control group.  Thus, this fact was shown that biofilm and whole-
cell oral vaccines have no negative influence on nutrient intake in vaccinated fish. 
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Fig 3: Growth (weight) of red tilapia fed different diets including feed incorporate with biofilm Vaccine, feed 

incorporated with whole-cell vaccine, and feed without vaccine as control group. Significant differences 
among treatments in each week are indicated by different lowercase superscripts. The same lowercase 

superscript indicates no any significant differences between the treatments in each week. 
 

Table 1- Growth (weight) of red tilapia fed different diets including feed incorporated with biofilm Vaccine, feed incorporated 
with whole-cell vaccine, and feed without vaccine as control group. 

                     Mean of fish 
Weight/week Group  Week 0 Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 

Feed incorporate with biofilm vaccine 50 ± 2.89 56.1 ± 2.23 59.9 ± 3.10 64.3 ± 3.30 67.5 ± 3.53 
Feed incorporate with whole-cell vaccine 50 ± 2.32 54.4 ± 3.13 58.7 ± 1.76 64.8 ± 2.29 69.2 ± 4.07 

Feed without any vaccine (control) 50 ± 2.68 53.6 ± 2.87 57.9 ± 2.55 62.2 ± 2.97 67.8 ± 3.52 
 
    

 
Fig 4: Growth parameters of red tilapia fed different diets including feed incorporated with biofilm vaccine, feed 
incorporated with whole-cell vaccine, and feed without vaccine as control group. Significant differences among 

treatments in each week are indicated by different lowercase superscripts. The same lowercase superscript indicates 
no any significant differences between the treatments for each growth parameter. 

 
Table 2- Growth parameters of red tilapia fed different diets including feed incorporated with biofilm vaccine, feed 
incorporated with whole-cell vaccine, and feed without vaccine as control group. 

                               Growth parameter 
Group WG (g) DWG (g/day) RGR (%/day) PWG (%) SGR (%/day) 

feed incorporate with biofilm vaccine 17.5 ± 5.03 0.625 ± 0.17 1.26 ± 0.42 35.52 ± 11.83 1.07 ± 0.31 
Feed incorporate with whole-cell vaccine 19.2 ± 5.55 0.685 ± 0.19 1.38 ± 0.44 38.84 ± 12.52 1.15 ± 0.32 

Feed without any vaccine (control) 17.8 ± 4.98 0.635 ± 0.17 1.28 ± 0.41 36.07 ± 11.70 1.08 ± 0.30 
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Palatability of the different types of feed including incorporated with biofilm, whole-cell vaccines, and without vaccine as control 
 
Palatability of the different types of feed was calculated 1 hour after feeding the fish in different groups. The results of the palatability 
test showed no any significant differences (P> 0.05) in biofilm vaccine incorporated in feed, whole-cell vaccine incorporated in feed, and 
feed without any vaccine as control group where the palatability percentages of the different groups were 98.66 ± 1.33, 98 ± 1.15, and 
98.66 ± 0.66 respectively  . The results revealed this fact which all types of feed have same palatability and the vaccines are not able to 
change the palatability of the feed (fig 5). 
 

 
Fig 5: Palatability percentage of the different types of feeds including feed incorporated with biofilm vaccine, 

feed incorporated with whole-cell vaccine, and feed without any vaccine as control. Significant differences 
between the different treatments are indicated by different lowercase superscripts. The same lowercase 

superscript indicates no any significant differences between the treatments. 

Water stability of the different types of the feed incorporated with biofilm and whole-cell vaccine, and feed without any vaccine as 
control 
 
Water stability between different groups of feed in various hours from 1 hour to 7 hours showed no any significant differences (P> 0.05). 
So all types of the feed applied in the experiment of the present study have similar water stability which this results can prove that 
vaccines do not have any effect on water stability of the feed that they are incorporated with. The amounts and percentage of water 
stability of the feed is showed in Table 3 and Fig 6.   
 

 
Fig 6: Percentage of water stability of the different types of feed including feed incorporated with biofilm vaccine, feed 

incorporated with whole- cell vaccine, and feed without any vaccine as control group in different hours from 1hour to 7 hours. 
Significant differences between the different treatments are indicated by different lowercase superscripts. The same lowercase 

superscript indicates no any significant differences between the treatments. 
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Table 3- Percentage of water stability of the different types of feeds involving biofilm vaccine incorporated in feed, whole-cell 
vaccine incorporated in feed, and no any vaccine incorporated in feed as control in various hours from 1 to 7 hours. 

              Hours 
 

Group                   

1 h 
Percentage 

 (%) 

2 h 
Percentage 

 (%) 

3 h 
Percentage  

(%) 

4 h 
Percentage  

(%) 

5 h 
Percentage  

(%) 

6 h 
Percentage 

 (%) 

7 h 
Percentage  

(%) 
Feed incorporate  

with biofilm vaccine 
91.88 ± 0.81 91.61± 0.53 90.83 ± 0.76 89.20 ± 0.31 88.56 ± 0.17 87.96 ± 0.07 86.58 ± 0.16 

Feed incorporate  
with whole-cell vaccine 

91.43 ± 0.33 91.30 ± 0.22 90.61 ± 0.12 89.08 ± 0.42 88.61 ± 0.17 87.93 ± 0.12 86.53 ± 0.12 

Feed without any  
vaccine (control) 

91.28 ± 0.30 91.10 ± 0.25 90.68 ± 0.27 88.96 ± 0.25 88.63 ± 0.10 87.55 ± 0.15 86.26 ± 0.17 

Survival rate and vaccine protection efficacy 

At 7 days post-challenge, the survival rates of the biofilm, free cell and control groups were 93, 63 and 27%, respectively. The fish in 
control group started dying from first day post-challenge. The results revealed that survival rate in the biofilm vaccinated and free-cell 
groups were significantly higher (P < 0.05) than in control group (table 4). This fact illustrated which developed vaccines had protection 
effect against S. agalactiae in red tilapia. Also the survival rate of the fish in biofilm vaccine was significantly (P < 0.05) higher than 
free-cell vaccine. 

Table 4- Survival rate of red tilapia challenged by IP injection of live virulent 
strain of S. agalactiae at 109 CFU/ml. 

Group Number of 
Fish 

Number of 
Survived fish 

Survival 
(%) 

Mortalit
y (%) 

Biofilm vaccine 30 28 93 7 
Free cell vaccine 30 19 63 37 

Control 30 8 27 73 

Discussion 

Antibiotics are currently unavailable for curing this disease (Agriculture Research Service, 2010). Thus, development of an applicable 
and sufficient vaccine is crucial. Vaccination dispenses pathogens to enhance the immune system against infection in aquatic animals 
and protect them. This method is more complex in aquatic animals compared with other terrestrial species because of the aquatic 
environment (Vandenberg, 2004). Thus, several routes of vaccination, such as IM, IP, immersion and oral vaccination, were applied to 
promote vaccination. The most suitable and preferable method for mass vaccination of fish for all sizes is oral vaccination along with 
antigen and incorporation into the feed (Firdaus-Nawi et al., 2013; Davey and O’toole, 2000; Hart et al., 1988). However, for developing 
a feed-based oral vaccine, some issues should be researched on. One is damage of antigen due to pepsin and other enzymes in the 
stomach, another is palatability and water stability of the feed incorporated with vac cine and growth performance of the feed-based 
vaccine on the target fish. To resolve the first concern, coating and bio-encapsulation of the antigen were found to be useful (Azad et al., 
1999; Sommerset et al, 2005). For the next concerns, after developing vaccine the palatability, water stability, and growth performance 
of the feed-based oral vaccine should be tested. Natural bacterial populations benefit from food concentration and are protected against 
toxic agents, and predators prefer to make assemblages in a polymeric glycocalyx matrix called biofilm (Davey and Toole, 2000; 
Beveridge et al., 1997). This protective property of bacteria was established to develop a helpful oral vaccine that can resist gastric 
destruction, thereby facilitating improved antigen delivery. In this study the biofilm formation of S. agalactiae was confirmed by 
producing biofilm in vitro in 96 well polystyrene plates and crystal violet staining. The results showed S. agalactiae is capable to 
produce biofilm. In addition, some other studies have worked on forming biofilm of S. agalactiae in vitro. Borges et al. (201)2 and Kaur 
et al. (2009) formed biofilm of S. agalactiae in TSB at 24, 48, 72, and 96 h in different range of PH. They revealed that the better 
formation of biofilm of S. agalactiae was in neutral PH after 48 h without sugar (glucose and sucrose) supplement in culture broth. 
However, some researches illustrated that better growth of biofilm of S. agalactiae occurred in acidic PH (D’Urzo et al., 2014; Ho et al., 
2013) and supplemented with sugar (Rosini and Margarit., 2015; Konto-Ghiorghi et al., 2009). Some others found the biofilm formation 
of S. agalactiae in different kinds of media such as LB, RPMI (nutrient limited media) and THB (rich nutrient media) (Park et al., 2012; 
Rinaudo et al., 2010; Konto-Ghiorghi et al., 2009). It is exhibited that S. agalactiae is a biofilm producer (Rosini and Margarit., 2015; Ho 
et al., 2013; Borges et al., 2012; Park et al., 2012; Rinaudo et al., 2010). The bacteria within biofilm can endure PH changes, antibiotics, 
nutrient deprivation, toxic and enzymes. Moreover, it has been reported that one of the important factors which can induce and enhance 
biofilm formation of S. agalactiae is starvation and nutrient-limited condition (D’Urzo et al., 2014; Ho et al., 2013; Borges et al., 2012; 
Yang et al., 2012; Kaur et al., 2009). Furthermore, in this study due to either biofilm’s glycocalyx, which resists gastric destruction 
(Azad et al., 1999; Vinay et al., 2016), or antimicrobial agents (Isiaku et al., 2017; Mah and O’Toole, 2001), a biofilm oral vaccine was 
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developed against streptococcosis in red tilapia. Some previous studies such as Siriyappagouder et al. (2014) and Vinay et al. (2013) 
developed an efficient biofilm oral vaccine against A. hydrophila in Channa striatus and Labeo rohita, respectively.  

Likewise in present study the different types of feeds of different groups were compared to indicate whether palatability, water stability 
of the feed and the growth rate of the fish can influenced by vaccines incorporated in feeds or not. in current study palatability and water 
stability of the different types of feeds , biofilm vaccinated feed, whole-cell feed, and unvaccinated feed as control were measured. The 
results of palatability showed no any significant differences (P>0.05) between the different types of feeds and all types of feeds revealed 
the palatability more than 98%. Moreover, the water stability of the different types of feeds was recorded from 1h to 7 h and as already 
mentioned no significant differences (P>0.05) were observed in different groups.   

Furthermore, the different groups of fish were fed by different types of feed including feed incorporated with biofilm vaccine, whole-cell 
vaccine, and feed without vaccine as control. Previous researches have revealed that oral vaccines can locally activate and induce 
inflammatory cells at the sites which contact with antigen, lead to secretion of antibody from different tissue surfaces like liver, skin, and 
intestinal mucosa (Tobar et al., 2011). Oral vaccination stimulate a local specific IgM response, thus, the influence of oral vaccination on 
fish nutrition and performance should be determined. This is owing to a successful oral vaccination must not impact entire gut function 
to maintain the intake rate the intestine of vaccinated fish (Tobar et al., 2011). So, for determination whether oral vaccine can interfere 
with nutrient absorbance or not, the growth performance of the vaccinated groups was compared with the control group.  The growth 
performance of the fish was indicated by weighting the fish weekly and growth parameters such as weight gain (WG), daily weight gain 
(DWG), relative growth rate (RGR), percent weight gain (PWG), and specific growth rate (SGR) was measured. The results indicated 
which the differences between different groups in weekly mean weight of the fish and the growth parameters were not significant (P> 
0.05). These results exhibited that growth of the fish was not influenced or decreased by the different types of vaccines. Similar results 
were explained by other researches. Tobar et al. (2011) developed an oral vaccine of Salmonid rickettsial septicaemia (SRS) and 30 gr 
Atlantic salmon (Salmon salar). Fish were fed by vaccinated feed and also commercial feed for control group. Their results showed same 
weight gain in vaccinated and unvaccinated group which revealed no any significant differences in weight gain of the fish in both groups. 
They illustrated that SRS oral vaccine have no effect in nutrient assimilation in vaccinated fish. In another research 32.2 g rainbow trout 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) fish was fed by different dosage of Lactobacillus rhamnosus against furunculosis. Results exhibited that no any 
significant differences observed in the growth rate of the fish in various group with different dosage of Lactobacillus rhamnosus and fish 
in control group fed with commercial feed (Nikoskelainen et al., 2011). In addition, in some researches the growth performance of the IP 
injected fish was compared with those in unvaccinated group. Suwannasang et al. (2017) vaccinated Nile tilapia (Oreochromis niloticus) 
with the average weight of 34.45 ± 0.08 g with IP injection of formalin killed S. agalactiae. In the end of experiment they found no any 
significant differences (P>0.05) in fish weight between vaccinated and non-vaccinated group.  In another study Atlantic salmons were 
injected by commercial vaccine of furunculosis against A. hydrophila. As a result no any significant differences was observed between 
the growth of vaccinated and unvaccinated fish (Chalmers et al., 2016). Also, As a result, post-challenge, the survival rate for biofilm 
vaccine group (93%), followed by the free-cell vaccine group (63%) and the Control group (27%). The results obtained revealed that the 
survival rate in vaccinated groups were significantly higher (P < 0.05) than those in the control group. In comparison between the 
survival rates of the vaccinated groups, the biofilm vaccinated group exhibited significantly (P < 0.05) higher survival rate than free-cell 
group due to protection of biofilm against destruction of antigen in fish stomach. The results of survival rate was similar to those 
conducted by Siriyappagouder et al. (2014), Nayak et al. (2004) and Azad et al. (1999, 2000). A highly significant study by Nayak et al. 
(2004) on walking catfish (Clarias batrachus) vaccinated with a biofilm oral vaccine against A. hydrophila revealed a survival rate of 
93–100%. Meanwhile, the survival rates of the free-cell vaccinated and control groups were 46–56% and 24–35%, respectively (Plant 
and Lapatra, 2011). In a study conducted by Siriyappagouder et al. (2014), oral biofilm and free-cell vaccines were applied against A. 
hydrophila in Clarias striatus. After challenge, the survival rates in the biofilm, free cell and control groups were found to be 92, 49.3 
and 28%, respectively.  

In conclusion, successfully developed feed-based oral biofilm and free-cell vaccines against streptococcosis which didn’t change in the 
palatability and water stability of the fish feed and also didn’t have any negative effect on the growth performance of the fish. We believe 
that feed-based oral biofilm vaccine can be an ideal vaccine to encounter streptococcosis more than free-cell vaccine. The survival rate of 
the biofilm vaccine was significantly (P < 0.05) higher than free-cell vaccine resulted in protection feature of the biofilm layer against 
enzymatic destruction in stomach.    

References 

Agnew, W., & Barnes, A. C. (2007). Streptococcus iniae: an aquatic pathogen of global veterinary significance and a challenging 
candidate for reliable vaccination. Veterinary microbiology, 122(1), 1-15.  

Agriculture research service (ARS) United Stetes department of agriculture (USDA). (2010). new streptococcal vaccine. Retrieved from  



J Biochem Tech (2019) Special Issue (2): 106-115                                                                                                                                     114 
 

 
Amal, A., Abdullah, S., Zulkafli, R., Misri, S., Ramley, A., & Zamri-Saad, M. (2008). The effect of water temperature on the incidence 

of Streptococcus agalactiae infection in cage-cultured tilapia. Paper presented at the International Seminar on Management 
Strategies on Animal Health and Production Control in Anticipation of Global Warming. 

Azad, I., Shankar, K., & Mohan, C. (1997). Evaluation of biofilm of Aeromonas hydrophila for oral vaccination of carps. Diseases in 
Asian aquaculture III. Fish Health Section, AFS, Manila, 181-186. 

Azad, I., Shankar, K., Mohan, C., & Kalita, B. (1999). Biofilm vaccine of Aeromonas hydrophila–standardization of dose and duration 
for oral vaccination of carps. Fish & Shellfish Immunology, 9(7), 519-528. 

Azad, I., Shankar, K., Mohan, C., & Kalita, B. (2000). Uptake and processing of biofilm and free-cell vaccines of Aeromonas hydrophila 
in indian major carps and common carp following oral vaccination antigen localization by a monoclonal antibody. Diseases of 
Aquatic Organisms, 43(2), 103-108.  

Baya, A., Lupiani, B., Hetrick, F., Roberson, B., Lukacovic, R., May, E., & Poukish, C. (1990). Association of Streptococcus sp. with 
fish mortalities in the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. Journal of Fish Diseases, 13(3), 251-253. 

Beveridge, T. J., Makin, S. A., Kadurugamuwa, J. L., & Li, Z. (1997). Interactions between biofilms and the environment. FEMS 
Microbiology reviews, 20(3-4), 291-303. 

Boddey, J. A., Flegg, C. P., Day, C. J., Beacham, I. R., & Peak, I. R. (2006). Temperature-regulated microcolony formation by 
Burkholderia pseudomallei requires pilA and enhances association with cultured human cells. Infection and immunity, 74(9), 
5374-5381. 

Borges, S., Silva, J., & Teixeira, P. (2012). Survival and biofilm formation by Group B streptococci in simulated vaginal fluid at 
different pHs. Antonie Van Leeuwenhoek, 101(3), 677-682 

Bragg, R. R., Oosthuizen, J., & Lordan, S. M. (1989). The leech Batracobdelloides tricarinata (Blanchard, 1897)(Hirudinea: 
Glossiphoniidae) as a possible reservoir of the rainbow trout pathogenic Streptococcus species. 

Chalmers, L., Thompson, K. D., Taylor, J. F., Black, S., Migaud, H., North, B., & Adams, A. (2016). A comparison of the response of 
diploid and triploid Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) siblings to a commercial furunculosis vaccine and subsequent experimental 
infection with Aeromonas salmonicida. Fish & shellfish immunology, 57, 301-308 

Cook, D. W., & Lofton, S. R. (1975). Pathogenicity studies with a Streptococcus sp. isolated from fishes in an Alabama-Florida fish kill. 
Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 104(2), 286-288. 

D’Urzo, N., Martinelli, M., Pezzicoli, A., De Cesare, V., Pinto, V., Margarit, I., . . . Group, M. o. D. S. (2014). Acidic pH strongly 
enhances in vitro biofilm formation by a subset of hypervirulent ST-17 Streptococcus agalactiae strains. Applied and 
environmental microbiology, AEM. 03627-03613. 

Davey, M. E., & O'toole, G. A. (2000). Microbial biofilms: from ecology to molecular genetics. Microbiology and molecular biology 
reviews, 64(4), 847-867. 

Dong, C., He, G., Mai, K., Zhou, H., & Xu, W. (2016). Palatability of water-soluble extracts of protein sources and replacement of 
fishmeal by a selected mixture of protein sources for juvenile turbot (Scophthalmus maximus). Journal of Ocean University of 
China, 15(3), 561-567. 

Elliott, J. A., Facklam, R. R., & Richter, C. B. (1990). Whole-cell protein patterns of nonhemolytic group B, type Ib, streptococci 
isolated from humans, mice, cattle, frogs, and fish. Journal of clinical microbiology, 28(3), 628-630.  

Evans, J., Klesius, P., & Shoemaker, C. (2006). An overview of Streptococcus in warmwater fish. Aquaculture Health International, 7, 
10-14. 

FAO. (December 2015). GLOBEFISH - Analysis and information on world fish trade. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
united nation.  

Ferguson, H., Morales, J., & Ostland, V. (1994). Streptococcosis in aquarium fish. Diseases of Aquatic Organisms, 19(1), 1-6. 
Firdaus-Nawi, M., Yusoff, S. M., Yusof, H., Abdullah, S. Z., & Zamri-Saad, M. (2013). Efficacy of feed‐based adjuvant vaccine against 

Streptococcus agalactiae in Oreochromis spp. in Malaysia. Aquaculture Research, 45(1), 87-96. 
Fitzsimmon, K. (2015). Market stability:why tilapia supply and demand have avoided boom and bust of other commodities Paper 

presented at the 4th International trade and technical conference and exposition on tilapia, Malaysia, Kuala Lampur. 
Hart, S., Wrathmell, A., Harris, J., & Grayson, T. (1988). Gut immunology in fish: a review. Developmental & Comparative 

Immunology, 12(3), 453-480. 
Ho, Y.-R., Li, C.-M., Yu, C.-H., Lin, Y.-J., Wu, C.-M., Harn, I.-C., . . . Lu, C.-Y. (2013). The enhancement of biofilm formation in 

Group B streptococcal isolates at vaginal pH. Medical microbiology and immunology, 202(2), 105-115. 
Humphrey, J., Lancaster, C., Gudkovs, N., & Copland, J. (1987). The disease status of Australian salmonids: bacteria and bacterial 

diseases. Journal of Fish Diseases, 10(5), 403-410. 
Isiaku, A., Sabri, M., Ina-Salwany, M., Hassan, M., Tanko, P., & Bello, M. (2017). Biofilm is associated with chronic streptococcal 

meningoencephalitis in fish. Microbial pathogenesis, 102, 59-68.  
Kaur, H., Kumar, P., Ray, P., Kaur, J., & Chakraborti, A. (2009). Biofilm formation in clinical isolates of group B streptococci from 

north India. Microbial pathogenesis, 46(6), 321-327. 
Kimura, H., & Kusuda, R. (1979). Studies on the pathogenesis of streptococcal infection in cultured yellowtails Seriola spp.: effect of the 

cell free culture on experimental streptococcal infection. Journal of Fish Diseases, 2(6), 501-510. 



115                                                                                                                                     J Biochem Tech (2019) Special Issue (2): 106-115 
 

 

115 
 

Klesius, P., Shoemaker, C., & Evans, J. (2000). VACCINATION: A health management practice for preventing diseases caused by 
streptococcus in tilapia and other cultured fish Paper presented at the 5th International Symposium on Talipia in Aquaculture. 
558-559, Rio Dejaneiro. Brazil. 

Klesius, P., Shoemaker, C., & Evans, J. (2008). Streptococcus: A worldwide fish health problem. Paper presented at the 8th International 
Symposium on Tilapia in Aquaculture, Cairo, Egypt. vol. 1, 83-107. 

Konto-Ghiorghi, Y., Mairey, E., Mallet, A., Duménil, G., Caliot, E., Trieu-Cuot, P., & Dramsi, S. (2009). Dual role for pilus in 
adherence to epithelial cells and biofilm formation in Streptococcus agalactiae. PLoS pathogens, 5(5), e1000422. 

Mah, T.-F. C., & O'Toole, G. A. (2001). Mechanisms of biofilm resistance to antimicrobial agents. Trends in microbiology, 9(1), 34-39. 
Miyazaki, T., Kubota, S. S., Kaige, N., & Miyashita, T. (1984). A histopathological study of streptococcal disease in tilapia. Fish 

pathology, 19(3), 167-172. 
Nayak, D., Asha, A., Shankar, K., & Mohan, C. (2004). Evaluation of biofilm of Aeromonas hydrophila for oral vaccination of Clarias 

batrachus—a carnivore model. Fish & Shellfish Immunology, 16(5), 613-619. 
Nikoskelainen, S., Ouwehand, A., Salminen, S., & Bylund, G. (2011). Protection of rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) from 

furunculosis by Lactobacillus rhamnosus. Aquaculture, 198(3-4), 229-236. 
Obaldo, L. G., Divakaran, S., & Tacon, A. G. (2002). Method for determining the physical stability of shrimp feeds in water. 

Aquaculture Research, 33(5), 369-377. 
Othman, F., Islam, M., Sharifah, E., Shahrom‐Harrison, F., & Hassan, A. (2015). Biological control of streptococcal infection in Nile 

tilapia Oreochromis niloticus (Linnaeus, 1758) using filter‐feeding bivalve mussel Pilsbryoconcha exilis (Lea, 1838). Journal 
of applied ichthyology, 31(4), 724-728. 

Park, S. E., Jiang, S., & Wessels, M. R. (2012). CsrRS and environmental pH regulate group B streptococcus adherence to human 
epithelial cells and extracellular matrix. Infection and immunity, IAI. 00699-00612. 

Pasnik, D. J., Evans, J. J., & Klesius, P. H. (2005b). Duration of protective antibodies and correlation with survival in Nile tilapia 
Oreochromis niloticus following Streptococcus agalactiae vaccination. Diseases of Aquatic Organisms, 66(2), 129-134. 

Pasnik, D., Evans, J., Panangala, V., Klesius, P., Shelby, R., & Shoemaker, C. (2005a). Antigenicity of Streptococcus agalactiae 
extracellular products and vaccine efficacy. Journal of Fish Diseases, 28(4), 205-212.  

Plant, K. P., & LaPatra, S. E. (2011). Advances in fish vaccine delivery. Developmental & Comparative Immunology, 35(12), 1256-
1262.  

Plumb, J., Schachte, J., Gaines, J., Peltier, W., & Carroll, B. (1974). Streptococcus sp. from marine fishes along the Alabama and 
northwest Florida coast of the Gulf of Mexico. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 103(2), 358-361.  

Rinaudo, C. D., Rosini, R., Galeotti, C. L., Berti, F., Necchi, F., Reguzzi, V., . . . Maione, D. (2010). Specific involvement of pilus type 
2a in biofilm formation in group B Streptococcus. PLoS One, 5(2), e9216. 

Rosini, R., & Margarit, I. (2015). Biofilm formation by Streptococcus agalactiae: influence of environmental conditions and implicated 
virulence factors. Frontiers in cellular and infection microbiology, 5, 6. 

Siriyappagouder, P., Shankar, K., Kumar, B. N., Patil, R., & Byadgi, O. V. (2014). Evaluation of biofilm of Aeromonas hydrophila for 
oral vaccination of Channa striatus. Fish & Shellfish Immunology, 41(2), 581-585. 

Sommerset, I., Krossøy, B., Biering, E., & Frost, P. (2005). Vaccines for fish in aquaculture. Expert review of vaccines, 4(1), 89-101. 
Suwannasang, A., Suanyuk, N., Issaro, A., Phromkunthong, W., Tantikitti, C., Itami, T., & Yoshida, T. (2017). Growth, immune 

responses and protection of Nile tilapia Oreochromis niloticus immunized with formalin-killed Streptococcus agalactiae 
serotype Ia and III vaccines. Songklanakarin Journal of Science & Technology, 39(4). 

Tobar, J. A., Jerez, S., Caruffo, M., Bravo, C., Contreras, F., Bucarey, S. A., & Harel, M. (2011). Oral vaccination of Atlantic salmon 
(Salmo salar) against salmonid rickettsial septicaemia. Vaccine, 29(12), 2336-2340. 

Vandenberg, G. W. (2004). Oral vaccines for finfish: academic theory or commercial reality? Animal Health Research Reviews, 5(2), 
301-304. 

Vinay, T., Girisha, S., D’souza, R., Jung, M.-H., Choudhury, T., & Patil, S. (2016). Bacterial biofilms as Oral Vaccine Candidates in 
Aquaculture. Indian J. Comp. Microbiol. Immunol. Infect. Dis, 37(2), 57-62. 

Vinay, T., Patil, R., Suresh Babu, P., Rajesh, R., & Shankar, K. (2013). Evaluation of the Efficacy of Aeromonas hydrophila Biofilm 
Vaccine in Labeo rohita Employing Monoclonal Antibody Based ELISA. . Open Access Scientific Reports, 2(3), 684-687.  

Yang, Q., Porter, A. J., Zhang, M., Harrington, D. J., Black, G. W., & Sutcliffe, I. C. (2012). The impact of pH and nutrient stress on the 
growth and survival of Streptococcus agalactiae. Antonie Van Leeuwenhoek, 102(2), 277-287. 

 
 


