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Abstract: Phage therapy, a promising alternative to antimicrobial treatment of bacterial diseases,
is getting more and more popular, especially due to the rising awareness of antibiotic resistance and
restrictions in antibiotics’ use. During recent years, we observed a growing trend of bacteriophages’
application in aquaculture, which in each year reports high losses due to bacterial diseases. This review
provides an update of the status of bacteriophage therapy for the treatment and prevention of infections
in the aquatic environment. As it is still mostly in the scientific stage, there are a few constraints
that may prevent effective therapy. Therefore, specific characteristics of bacteriophages, that can act
in favor or against their successful use in treatment, were described. We underlined aspects that
need to be considered: specificity of phages, bacterial resistance, safety, immune response of the host
organism, formulation, administration and stability of phage preparations as well as bacteriophages’
influence on the environment. The biggest challenge to overcome is finding the right balance between
the desired and problematic characteristics of bacteriophages. Finally, regulatory approval challenges
may be encountered by bacteriophage manufacturers. Even though there are still some technical
constraints connected with the global use of bacteriophage therapy, it was concluded that it can be
successfully applied in aquaculture.
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1. Introduction

Over the last 50 years, the demand for aquaculture production has been significantly growing.
The biggest producers are Asian countries that are responsible for 89% by volume and 79% by value of
global production [1]. According to the FAO report from 2018, the total first sale value of fisheries and
aquaculture production in 2016 was estimated at USD 362 billion, of which USD 232 billion was from
aquaculture production [2]. However, there are factors limiting this growth such as animal diseases.
They have a big economic impact on aquaculture, causing vast losses. It is estimated that 34% of
infections are of bacterial origin [3].

A growing production in aquaculture is a direct response to the high consumption of fish and
seafood. Therefore, diseases attacking these animals have tremendous impact on public health as
pathogens can be spread through direct contact with sick animals or animal-source food. The majority of
zoonotic diseases can be easily cured with appropriate therapy, however, some zoonoses, if left untreated,
can cause systemic diseases that can lead to death of the patient or cause public health risks [4].
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An additional threat comes from the antimicrobial resistance of pathogens. This is partly impacted
by the use of antibiotics in animal production as it is estimated that farm animals consume 73% of
all antibiotics in the world [5]. Nowadays, they are used not only to treat serious infections, but also
as preventive agents or growth promotors. As early as the 1940s, it was proved that the amount of
produced meat can be increased by treating animals with broad-spectrum antibiotics [6]. Even though
antibiotic resistance was rising among farm animals, they were used continuously as growth promoting
agents. Thus, nowadays the diseases that were previously easily cured are becoming a major problem,
as a lot of bacteria are multidrug-resistant [7]. Moreover, in some cases, even when antibiotic therapy
is effective in laboratory trials, its efficacy in vivo may be very low [8].

Another important aspect is the fact that in 2006, the EU authority introduced a ban for antibiotic
usage as growth promoters (AGPs) in animal production. Moreover, there is a new EU legislation,
which is expected to become law by 2022, which bans the use of antibiotics that are important for
human medicine and prohibits the use of any antimicrobials in livestock without a prescription from
a vet. Thus, antimicrobials could no longer be used to improve the performance or compensate for
poor animal husbandry and it also applies to single animals—not only herds or flocks.

Therefore, scientists all over the world are working on the development of alternative treatments.
Bacteriophage research is a dynamically developing field with promising prospects, and beside some
challenges, there is an observed rise in interest about phage therapy in aquaculture [9–13].

In the presented paper, we suggest a discussion over some specific characteristics of bacteriophages
on the example of aquaculture. It was noticed that their unique features can be used in favor or against
effective phage therapy, depending on the application.

2. Bacteriophage Overview

Bacteriophages (also known as phages) are defined as viruses that infect bacteria [14,15]. Since their
discovery at the beginning of the 20th century by Frederick Twort and Felix d’Hérelle, independently,
phages were designed for therapeutic use. However, they never became everyday treatments because
of the rising popularity of antibiotics in those days, although the research on phages was continued in
the former Soviet Union (Georgia and Russia) and Poland [14].

The majority of known phages are tailed viruses which belong to the Caudovirales order. They are
built of a capsid with nucleic acid (either DNA or RNA) and of a tail that may vary in size. The capsid
consists of proteins or lipoproteins that protect the genetic material of the phage, while the tail
recognizes the bacterial host via specific receptors located at the tail fibres [11,14]. In aquaculture,
phages of different families can be encountered for phage therapy, mostly Siphoviridae, Myoviridae or
Podoviridae [16–20].

Phages can exhibit two distinct replication cycles: lytic and lysogenic. Viruses showing only
a lytic mechanism of replication are called virulent, while the ones exhibiting both lytic and lysogenic
cycles are temperate phages. In the lytic cycle, bacterial cells are directly lysed as a result of a viral
infection. The lysogenic cycle is defined when a host cell is not destroyed immediately, like in the case
of virulent phages, but when the phage genome is inserted in the form of prophage into the bacterial
chromosome and is replicated together with its host genome. Alternatively, prophages can exist in
host cells in the form of plasmids. This state can last for many generations until the introduction of
a lytic cycle induced by a certain stress factor (e.g., antibiotic treatment, DNA damage, etc.) [11,14].

Temperate phages (those exhibiting lysogenic life cycle) are considered as the ones taking part in
a horizontal gene transfer (HGT) between bacterial cells. They can transfer virulence factors orantibiotic
resistance genes and therefore they are not suitable for therapy. On the contrary, virulent phages lyse
the host cells directly and their possibility to transfer any genes is limited, which make them desirable
for therapeutic purposes [11,15].
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3. Opportunities and Challenges of Bacteriophage Therapy

Bacteriophage therapy applied in food-producing animals might be an important alternative to
antibiotics, especially in aquaculture production. Aquaculture belongs to those branches of animal
production that use very large quantities of antibiotics, which, in addition to problems with increasing
antibiotic resistance among bacteria, is a direct threat to the aquatic environment. The accumulation
of antibiotics in bottom sediments leads to the destruction of not only target bacteria but also other
microorganisms and disturbs the ecological balance of the aquatic environment. Phages act directly
only on targeted bacteria which allows to fight aquaculture bacterial pathogens and reduce the spread
of food-borne diseases in humans [21,22]. What is more, as self-replicating and self-limiting entities,
phages minimize the risk of environment contamination. Considering the wide range of pathogens
and high level of specificity of bacteriophages, the most practical approach in phage therapy is the use
of cocktails of phages with a different specificity spectrum. As more and more phages are identified
and characterized, the simultaneous treatment of different bacterial pathogens is possible [13,23].
It was also noticed, that a single administration of phages is not as effective as repeated treatment
or continuous administration [12]. To date, several phage preparations have already been described,
the use of which in medicine and agriculture has proved to be successful, and some of them are
already on the market: A phage cocktail composed of 12 phages on open wounds (“Phagoburn”) [24],
BioPhage-PA-cocktail on nosocomial infections [25], AgriPhageTM preparation to protect crops [26] or
LISTEX to treat food products against Listeria monocytogenes [27].

Bacteriophage therapy in aquaculture has already been proved successful in multiple experimental
reports. The conducted literature research showed that most of the experimental in vivo phage therapies
focus on Vibrio species (16 out of 24), but also Aeromonas, Pseudomonas, Acetobacter and Flavobacterium
have been addressed (Table S1).

The studies on aquaculture showed an overall protective effect of phage therapy on fish and
shellfish, thus providing an optimistic outlook on future benefits of phage-based technologies for
treating diseases in aquaculture. However, the therapeutic effect on the veterinary market is affected
by proper diagnostics as well as animal conditions such as age, health or stress factors. For example,
under- or overfed animals may not respond to bacteriophage therapy. Therefore, monitoring for
specific pathogens will help identify the environmental risks and undertake the correct actions [12].

Bacteriophage therapy for aquaculture is still mostly in the scientific stage and needs to be further
studied and described [15]. It is already evident that it can be applied to prevent and treat infectious
diseases and it was proved in some cases to be even more effective than antibiotic treatment [11].
However, there are still a few major constraints that may prevent the successful use of phage therapy
in current treatment.

Specific bacteriophage characteristics may act in favor or against a particular application.
Some characteristics of bacteriophages that are usually seen as advantages (for example narrow
host range) can become drawbacks when designing phage therapy and should be well thought out.
In Table 1, we present a few crucial aspects of phage research that are considered and further discussed
in the article from both sides: opportunities and challenges.

Table 1. Benefits and challenges of different aspects of phage therapy.

Aspect of Phage
Therapy Benefit for Phage Therapy Challenge for Phage Therapy

Specificity Little or no interaction with natural beneficial
microflora of the organism and environment

Narrow host range; not useful
in case of systemic disease

Safety

Action against AMR strains; ability to adapt
to changing environmental conditions

(e.g., phage-resistant bacteria);
biofilms destruction

Development of phage resistance; a risk of
HTG; difficulty of lifecycle determination



Antibiotics 2020, 9, 301 4 of 17

Table 1. Cont.

Aspect of Phage
Therapy Benefit for Phage Therapy Challenge for Phage Therapy

Stimulation of
immune response

Induction of immune response and
resistance to bacterial infection

Clearance of phages from the organism
by immune system

Formulation and
administration

Self-dosing, able to replicate in
in vivo conditions

A proper formulation needed to deliver
bacteriophages to the site of infection

Bacteriophage
abundance and

stability

A lot of phages in the environment, easy to
isolate, inexpensive

Sensitivity to various physico-chemical
parameters resulting in instability of phages

Influence on the
environment

Non-toxicity to humans, plants,
animals and environment

Possibility of re-invasion of vacated niches
by other bacterial species after

eradication of pathogens

Regulatory/economic
aspects

Growing research on phages in the entire
world, a hope to replace antibiotics in a future

Still many black holes in knowledge about
phages; absence of regulatory guidelines to

become regular treatment

3.1. Specificity of Phages

There is a general consideration that phages have little side effects compared with antibiotics
because of their narrow specificity. Phages’ actions are limited only to a few or several bacterial strains.
Due to the fact that bacteriophages recognize receptors on the target bacteria surface, they are highly
specific, infecting only one bacterial genus or even certain particular strains. Bacteriophages specific to
pathogens do not harm natural and beneficial microflora of the environment or the host organism [11].
Moreover, they do not interact with eukaryotic cells but target only bacteria, therefore no adverse
effects were observed in the reported trails [14,28]. In 2016, Silva et al. applied a phage therapy for
Aeromonas salmonicida infecting Solea senegalensis. They observed that bacteriophages had no influence
on natural bacterial communities of aquaculture water, while at the same time, lowered the Aeromonas
infection [29]. In contrast, antibiotics, particularly those with a wide activity spectrum, alter the normal
environment and host microflora. They may cause secondary infections and colonization of resistant
and opportunistic pathogens [30]. In the case of aquaculture, the administration of antimicrobials is
mostly to water, with or without feed. It results in an environmental disturbance of the commensal
bacteria, and can cause a spread of the antibiotics to neighboring ecosystems [31].

However, when different or genetically unrelated strains are to be treated, the narrow host range
of bacteriophages can become a drawback [26]. Therefore, phages that cover a wide spectrum of
bacteria are usually in the area of research interest [32]. Although it is rare to find phages with a broad
lytic activity, there are examples of virulent phages in aquaculture that seem to be promising for
therapeutic use. For example, Vinod et al. were able to isolate a phage active against 50 isolates
of V. harveyi to protect shrimp larvae [33], and Zhang et al. found a phage with a broad host range
against V. parahaemolyticus [19]. As such case is not so frequent, a solution to overcome the challenge of
a narrow host range is to use phage cocktails composed of a few phages that all together ensure a broad
host range, but still do not affect favourable microflora. For example, Imbeault et al. showed that
phages have an additive effect when protecting fish farms from Aeromonas salmonicida [34], and Kalatzis
et al. proved the desired effect of the combination of two lytic phages against Vibrio alginolyticus [35].
There was also a study in which a bacteriophage cocktail BAFADOR® (containing bacteriophages
against Aeromonas hydrophila and Pseudomonas fluorescens) was used by Schulz et al. to test the survival
of European eel [36]. In another experiment, Stalin and Srinivasan focused on the selection of the most
efficient phages to the cocktail against Vibrio harveyi in shrimp aquaculture [37]. Moreover, as shown
by Kokkari et al., sometimes a narrow host range of a phage is not a limiting factor for its usage in
a therapy. There are phages not suitable for universal therapy but if they are isolated from a host
causing a recurrent infection, they can be considered as an alternative for other forms of treatment,
as in the case of the VEN phage [38].
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3.2. Bacterial Resistance and Other Safety Aspects

A major concern nowadays in both human and veterinary medicine is the development of
antimicrobial-resistant bacterial strains (AMR). Intensive aquaculture and hence use of antibiotics on
a mass-scale in past decades has led to the low efficacy of such a treatment and to the accumulation of
these therapeutics in the environment leading to resistance of pathogens.

Bacteriophages come as a natural candidate to solve this problem [38]. Their mechanism of action
is different than antibiotics, therefore they can act even on multidrug-resistant strains, making them
very advantageous for use in therapy. There are multiple cases in which phages were used when
no other treatment was effective. One of the examples can be the treatment of multidrug-resistant
Aeromonas salmonicida subsp. salmonicida with the virulent phage ASP-1. It was shown that this phage
would be promising as a component of a phage cocktail and can act as a potential biocontrol agent in
the environment [39]. In another study by Hoang et al., phages against antibiotic-resistant A. hydrophila
were isolated and characterized. It was reported that in Asian countries, the resistance of this pathogen
can reach up to 93%–100% to commonly used antibiotics. Furthermore, another negative effect of
antibiotics is that their residuals are present in the body of the animal even after therapy is finished,
contrary to phages which are present only in the presence of pathogenic bacteria. It was reported
that from 2014 to 2016, Vietnamese producers were very often rejected by other markets because
of the exceeded level of antibiotic traces found in fish, leading to high economic losses. Therefore,
preliminary studies were conducted in which a cocktail of two phages active against A. hydrophila was
composed [40].

Moreover, a very common problem is the development of bacterial biofilms which enable bacteria
to develop even higher antibiotic resistance than in the planktonic state. In the case of aquaculture,
Vibrio sp. is able to form biofilms which are linked to its pathogenicity. Fortunately, phages are known
to be effective against bacterial biofilms which are very difficult targets for most antibiotics. According
to Kim et al., the bacteriophage pVa-21 was able to disperse V. alginolyticus’s biofilm and was considered
promising in phage therapy [41].

On the other hand, one of the challenges encountered by phage therapy is the development of
bacterial insensitive mutants, which are resistant to applied bacteriophages [26]. It is supposed that
using bacteriophages on a great scale in the future may result in different side effects. Nevertheless,
even though bacteria can develop different mechanisms of phage resistance, bacteriophages
continuously adapt to different conditions to overcome these obstacles. The tendency of bacteria to
develop resistance is about ten times slower than in the case of antibiotics, and phage-resistant bacteria
are not resistant to other phages having a similar target range [42].

There are at least a few described mechanisms of bacterial resistance to viruses including the
following: blocking phage adsorption, preventing DNA injection, cutting a phage’s genetic material,
inhibiting the replication of phage DNA or assembly of phages and suicide of bacteria [43,44]. One of the
most popular is the mutation of cell surface receptors so that phages cannot absorb the bacterium,
hence they do not initiate infection. Bacteria can delete certain proteins, overproduce, e.g., capsular
polysaccharides or immunoglobulin G-binding protein A (Staphylococcus aureus) as well as change
the conformation of outer proteins (Gram-negative bacteria) for this purpose. However, phages
can also modify their receptor binding proteins and thus be able again to attach to the bacterial
surface [26,44–46]. Next, bacteria can prevent DNA injection, even if a phage is successfully attached
to its surface, by the superinfection exclusion system (Sie), thus providing immunity to strains
containing prophages [47]. Another strategy of resistance—cleavage of phage DNA—includes the use
of a restriction–modification system that degrades the nucleic acid of a phage or the development of
adaptive immunity through interfering with clustered regularly interspaced short palindromic repeats
(CRISPR) sequences. In the case of a restriction–modification system, unmethylated phage DNA is cut
by a restriction enzyme, however, very often phages do not have recognition sites for endonucleases and
can escape bacterial resistance this way. The CRISPR-Cas system, present in about 40% of sequenced
bacteria, is more complicated and involves integrating spacers (small fragments of foreign DNA)
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into CRISPR loci that target phage nucleic acids, enabling the Cas nuclease protein to cleave them.
Again, phages adapt mechanisms to overcome this system by point mutations in spacer sequences or
the PAM region [42–45]. The replication of phage DNA can be blocked by the bacteriophage exclusion
(BREX) system, encoded by a few genes aiming at the prevention of the first round of the bacteriophage
lifecycle [44]. Another possibility used by some bacteria (e.g., S.aureus or V.cholerae) is blocking the
phage assembly by phage-inducible chromosomal islands (PICI), leading to producing capsids with
bacterial instead of phage DNA [44]. Bacteria develop also abortive infection systems (Abi) of which
the best known is the Rex system found in λ-lysogenic E. coli strains, however, they are also found
among aquaculture pathogens, especially Vibrio. It involves proteins interacting with phage DNA,
leading to a drop in the ATP level and thus preventing phage multiplication. This system acts usually
against phage replication, transcription or translation [43,47]. Moreover, Cairns et al. demonstrated
that simultaneous exposure to an antibiotic and a phage increased the adaptation against both of the
stressors. The same researchers in 2017 observed that while the presence of a phage did not affect the
antibiotic resistance, the presence of an antibiotic affected the phage resistance [48].

Therefore, the application of bacteriophage cocktails or combinations of bacteriophages with other
antimicrobials seems to be a successful way to avoid bacterial resistance because developing resistance
to more than one phage would mean a higher fitness cost for the bacteria [47,49]. There are multiple
examples in which this issue is successfully addressed. For example, Mateus et al. described an efficient
use of a cocktail composed of three bacteriophages, active against Vibrio in aquaculture, which might
delay the development of phage resistance [50]. Moreover, Gu et al. used a cocktail of three phages
against K. pneumoniae and observed a lower number of phage-resistant mutants than in the case of a
single phage [51]. Next, O’Flynn et al. studied E. coli phages and noticed that phage cocktails resulted
in a lower resistance frequency in bacterial strains [52]. All in all, these results strongly confirm the
reliability of the use of phage cocktails because then problems with phage resistance in aquaculture
might be avoided.

It is worth to mention that phage-resistant bacteria are not always associated with negative effects.
They frequently exhibit a decline in bacterial virulence because of losing the ability for colonization and
increasing sensitivity to other phages [47]. Laanto et al. showed Flavobacterium columnare modulating
virulence after phage-caused phenotypic changes in bacteria grown outside of the fish host [53].
Carrillo et al. demonstrated Campylobacter isolates which significantly reduced the ability to colonize
the broiler intestine compared with the original susceptible strain [54]. Further, Filippov et al. proved
that the phage-resistant Yersinia pestis was less virulent because of modifications in lipopolisacharides
(LPS), and Lin et al. showed similar effects in Klebsiella pneumoniae when the K1 capsule, being a phage
receptor, was modified [55,56]. Moreover, there was a study in which a phage-resistant V. anguillarum
strain lost its virulence, which was notified by the reduced mortality of cod [57]. Chan et al. showed
a phage resistance management strategy that allows to take over the control on multidrug-resistant
Pseudomonas aeruginosa. They proved that the phage that utilizes the outer membrane porin M (OprM)
of the multidrug efflux systems MexAB and MexXY as a receptor-binding site, when promoting
phage resistance in bacteria, changes the efflux pump mechanism at the same time, causing increased
sensitivity to drugs from several antibiotic classes [58]. That strategy represents a new approach
to phage therapy where bacteriophages exert a selection for multidrug-resistant (MDR) bacteria to
become increasingly sensitive to traditional antibiotics.

Another important safety aspect to be considered in planning phage therapy is the risk of
horizontal gene transfer. It is known that the constant presence of antibiotics in the environment
lead to the development of resistance strategies within the bacteria because of selection pressure.
Bacteria can acquire antibiotic resistance genes through HGT in the processes of conjugation,
transformation or transduction. Conjugation is referred to occur in the most often trough plasmids,
i.e., autonomously replicating genetic elements. When cellular DNA is transferred in closely related
bacteria, a transformation takes place [59].
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Transduction is defined as an introduction of foreign DNA to the bacterial cell by a virus,
therefore bacteriophages and especially temperate ones may play a role in this process. Therefore,
phages with a tendency to a high rate of transduction events should be excluded from therapies and
it is of vast importance to choose only strictly virulent phages for a cocktail in phage therapy [60].
Nowadays, a combination of bioinformatic tools is used to define the life cycle of bacteriophages
that show a potency in phage therapy for aquaculture [38,61]. On the other hand, in the review
of Colavecchio et al., there is an interesting suggestion expressed that the role of temperate phages
and transducing ones might be overestimated [26]. It was found that antibiotic resistance genes
carried by phages did not match well in a bioinformatic analysis to proteins responsible for antibiotic
resistance [62]. Further, it was reported that too little studies concerning transduction were conducted
in vivo to be able to draw any conclusions about its risk [26].

3.3. Immune Response and Clearance from the Body

Phages are known to stimulate an immune response in the body. Once they enter into the system,
they cause both specific and non-specific immune responses. An innate immune system is the first
to react, with a production of phagocytes to remove bacteriophages. Then, the adaptive immune
system enhances this first response with lymphocytes and antibodies. These two systems act together,
preventing the attachment of viruses to bacteria, and sometimes a reduced or no therapeutic effect
could be observed [42,63–66].

The fact that bacteriophage lysates may have immunomodulating effects and induce both
a cellular and humoral immune response was investigated by Yun et al. [67]. They used a phage
lysate of Aeromonas hydrophila to immunostimulate Cyprinus carpio. It was found that fish immunized
with the phage lysate had a higher survival rate after the challenge than the fish immunized with
the standard vaccine with inactivated bacterial cells. Next, Schulz et al. analyzed the influence
of BAFADOR®—bacteriophage preparation against Aeromonas and Pseudomonas—on European eel
immunity. It was reported that cellular and humoral immunity was stimulated. Moreover, a cocktail
was well tolerated, and mortality was reduced in groups obtaining BAFADOR®. It was concluded
that bacteriophages induce an immune response, hence resistance to bacterial infection, which was
a desirable effect [36]. The same group studied also the effect of BAFADOR® on the rainbow trout’s
immune system when a mixed infection of Aeromonas and Pseudomonas was induced. As in the previous
case, an immunomodulating effect was achieved and higher survival rates in the treated groups were
observed [68].

However, one of the crucial safety aspects linked with immune response is that during phage
therapy against Gram-negative bacteria, a great amount of bacterial lipopolisacharides (LPS) is
released. Released endotoxins may cause allergic reactions and result in systemic infections in
organisms [69,70]. They could lead to fever or septic shock, resulting even in the death of fish and
shellfish [14]. Therefore, the preparation of phage cocktails for cultured animals should be carried
out carefully and it is very important to dispose of enzymes and secondary metabolites that could be
toxic for fish. On the other hand, nowadays we are able to control the level of endotoxins and remove
them, if needed, to produce endotoxin-free preparations. It may be performed by several methods like
chromatography, two-phase partitioning, adsorption or ultrafiltration. While choosing the method,
one needs to consider the economic but also regulatory aspects, as for example, when using organic
solvents, it must be proved that the residuals are removed [71]. Another solution would be to use
filamentous phages or genetically engineered ones that would eradicate bacteria without lysis [26].
It is also worth to mention that no adverse side effects have been observed so far when the phage
therapy was applied in aquaculture because lower vertebrates are reported to be resistant to endotoxic
shock. Therefore, LPS is rather considered here as an immunostimulant, inducing an immune system
to react [36,68].

Another challenge concerning phage therapy and the immune system is the difficulty in reaching
the site of bacterial colonization in in vivo conditions. As described by Colavecchio et al., a key factor
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to the effectiveness of a phage therapy is that enough of the viruses can reach and attack the target,
i.e., bacterial cells [26]. It can only be achieved if bacteriophages are effectively delivered to the site of
infection and they are not cleared by the immune system of an animal (e.g., fish). It is one of the major
constraints when switching from in vitro to in vivo conditions. There was a concern reported in the
review by Kalatzis et al. that phage therapy in fish can cause the adaptive immune system to react,
clearing phages from the body and preventing them from reaching the site of infection [47]. However,
it was studied before by Nakai et al. in yellowtail and by Park et al. in ayu, that phage-neutralizing
antibodies were not found [17,72]. To the authors’ knowledge, no other results reporting antibodies
production after phage therapy in aquaculture are available. Moreover, this problem of immunity can
be encountered not only in living animals but also in different matrices, e.g., in raw milk where certain
immune factors are present, blocking the phage attachment to bacterial cells [73].

Among the possible solutions to overcome the issue of immune response is to study each case
and to choose carefully the route of administration, dose, buffers and time of exposure to phages [74].
It is of vast importance to protect the phages when they enter the system. Different solutions might
be considered: microencapsulation of phages, use of protective agents or appropriate buffers [42].
Another idea includes screening for phage mutants (by genetic or chemical methods), aiming at
the attenuation of immunogenicity of surface proteins so that phages are not easily cleared by the
immune systems of animals [75]. Further, phage cocktails composed of different bacteriophages are
desirable because they could then help in phage survival in living systems besides neutralization by
antibodies [42].

3.4. Formulation and Administration of Phage Preparations

In order for bacteriophages to be effective against bacteria, several conditions need to be fulfilled.
Thus, when planning a phage therapy or use of bacteriophages as a preventive treatment, one should
consider factors such as the amount of bacteriophages, time of their delivery, the availability of
a bacterial host to viruses and their stability, among others. In other words, the correct application
method is essential, but each biological system is different and should be considered independently.
The effective use of phages in aquaculture requires also information about phage kinetics [76].

In aquaculture, ways of phage delivery include immersion, injection, delivery with feed and
topical application. The most common route is the immersion of animals in phage-inoculated
water [20,29,33–35,37,76–82]. Immersion is a good way for the application of bacteriophages as
protective agents against bacterial diseases. However, when the disease is external or when phages
cross some natural barriers and arrive at the internal site of the infection, immersion can be applied
also as a treatment [68]. Khairnar described the successful usage of phages against antibiotic-resistant
strains of Pseudomonas aeruginosa by direct application to the infected skin lesion of catfish with a cotton
swab [83]. In the case of the experiments described by Park, the oral administration of phages specific
to Pseudomonas plecoglossicida was successful even for a systemic infection of ayu fish [17].

There were several reports that compared different methods of bacteriophage
administration [84–86]. Li et al., in 2016, published a report in which they described the use of
phages to control Vibrio cyclitrophicus in juvenile sea cucumbers [85]. They fed phages to animals,
injected phages or immersed the animals in phages. The results were compared with a control group
treated with antibiotics. Feeding with a phage freeze-dried powder was as effective as the antibiotic
treatment; however, it needs to be noticed that bacteriophages were given for a long time prior to
infection. Feeding was more effective than immersion and the least effective was injection. Jun et al.,
in 2017, compared feeding and immersion, but they noticed that the dose of bacteriophages was more
important than the way of administration [84].

Bacteriophages can control bacterial infections using the initial dose when it is sufficient or can
replicate at the site of infection. They are able to increase their number specifically where the pathogen
is located and only when the sensitive bacteria is present, allowing it to be the perfect self-dosing and
self-limiting treatment at the same time [74,87,88]. However, the theory is not always true in nature,
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and dosing needs to be well thought out. Some reports show that the smallest applied dose was as
effective or even better than the higher doses were. Li et al. stated that in the case of their experiments,
the dose was not important at all because of the self-perpetuating nature of bacteriophages [16].
Wang et al. used a very small dose of bacteriophages for the immersion of abalones infected with
Vibrio harveyi, as a higher dose would be impractical and uneconomical. The treatment was applied
shortly after infection and it reduced the mortality of the animals by 70% [18]. Rong et al. tested
a bacteriophage in the depuration process against Vibrio parahaemolyticus in oysters and achieved
better results with the lowest applied phage concentration [81]. Ortega and Díaz also did not notice
differences between different doses in phage therapy [80]. On the other hand, Zhang showed that
the protective effect for sea cucumbers was dose dependent, and the fewer the phages, the worse the
protection was against Vibrio alginolyticus [20]. The same effect was observed by Karunasagar, where
results of bacterial reduction were clearly phage-dose-dependent [78].

Another very important factor of phage therapy is the time of administration. This parameter is
highly dependent on the type of disease and degree of advance of the infection. It was shown that in
the case of vibriosis, the timing of the phage addition in relation to pathogen development is crucial.
In 2017, Jun et al. examined phage therapy for vibriosis. They performed three bioassays with marine
shrimps infected with V. parahaemolyticus, that caused 100% mortality in the control groups. Phages
were administered by immersion or by feeding with pellets impregnated with the phage suspension.
When bacteriophages were administered 1 h after infection, 100% mortality, as in the control group,
was observed. It was suggested that the disease development was extremely rapid, and bacteriophages
were administered too late to help. In the second bioassay, bacteriophages were used as prophylactic
agents 24 h, 6 h and 1 h before the bacterial challenge. Regardless of the method of phage administration,
the survival rate was much better. The results were as follows: 50% mortality in the group fed by
the phage-impregnated pellet and 25% and 50% in the groups immersed in bacteriophages. The best
results were obtained in the third bioassay. Bacteriophages were administered only in the feed but
they were applied both prophylactically (24 h, 6 h and 1 h before challenge) and as a treatment 1 h after
the challenge. The achieved result was 0% mortality [84].

Another experiment conducted by Lomelí-Ortega and Martínez-Díaz on shrimp larvae infected
with Vibrio parahaemolyticus showed that the timing of the treatment may be more important than
the dose of bacteriophages. They were using single doses of 0.1, 1 and 10 MOI (multiplicity of
infection = ratio of phage to bacteria number) and did not observe any difference between the
treated groups, however, treatment 24 h post-infection had a worse effect than treatment 0 to 12 h
post-infection [80].

During therapy, the activity of phages may be decreased significantly by low pH values in the
gastric environment of fish, where the pH range is between 2 and 7. Parameters such as the ability
of a phage to withstand gastric conditions or cross the epithelial barrier determine how they can
be administrated. It may impact the degradation of phages in the gastric tract and may decrease
the effectiveness of phage therapy [89]. To avoid these problems, coatings on fish feed containing
phages may be applied [90]. The edible whey protein isolate coatings loaded with phages enhances
the treatment of fish by reducing the loss of phage activity. Results from a simulation assay for
gastric-intestinal digestion showed that this method enhances the stability of phages and reduces the
level of bacteria. It allows also to control the release of phages in saltwater and protects them until they
reach their destination [89,91].

Another crucial factor responsible for the success of phage therapy is an adequate selection of
phages. Stalin and Srinivasan suggested that the efficiency of treatment may be improved by choosing
phages with a high burst size and short lytic cycles [37]. However, there are many issues to consider
while planning therapy. It is crucial to establish under controlled conditions the parameters that
determine success and provide models that extrapolate from in vitro to in vivo. That is still the most
challenging subject as it is hard to generalize from one in vivo situation to another [92]. Nevertheless,
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the consistent laboratory results concerning phage–bacterium interactions are useful to predict at least
some factors that lead to successful treatment such as dose, timing and way of administration.

3.5. Bacteriophages Abundance and Their Stability

As bacteriophages are highly abundant in nature (total number of their particles is judged to
be around 1031 according to most recent commentaries), it is relatively easy to isolate new virulent
bacteriophages that may be potentially useful for therapy [93,94]. It is estimated that in aquatic
environments, it is as much as 104–108 bacteriophages per ml of water [95]. Of course, not all of them
are available for cultivation in the laboratory and some part of them is temperate, which makes them
inappropriate for bacteriophage therapy. However, in general, searching for new phages is a rapid
and cost-effective procedure. It is one of the biggest advantages over the development of antibiotics,
which is a very expensive, long and complicated process. Nowadays, thanks to molecular biology and
knowledge about phage biology, the time to select virulent phages useful for treatment has decreased
even more [95,96]. The application of best practices allows to isolate and multiplicate phages in a simple
way, and sequencing, together with novel bioinformatics tools, allow to quickly select viruses that may
have potential in fighting bacterial pathogens [61].

Even though it is relatively easy to find new bacteriophages in the environment, the significant
challenge for their application in commercial products is their stability [89]. The activity of
bacteriophages may be influenced by several factors like the composition of the solution (presence
or absence of particular ions), production process parameters (temperature, pressure) or pH of the
environment. Phages are built up of proteins that may change their conformation due to harsh
conditions. This may influence, for example, the structure of the phage tail and influence its ability to
bind to host receptors, or even destroy the whole bacteriophage structure [96–98]. In the case of phage
therapy when a specific dose is planned, it is very important to ensure a proper stability of phages.

Thermal and pH tolerance is crucial for the survival of phages and in consequence determines
their range of application. The pH is a factor that influences the infectivity, intracellular replication
and multiplication of phages. Generally, studies on the lytic activity showed that a neutral pH of
6–8 is optimum for most of the phages and their proteins, while values less than 5 and over 10
are less efficient. Less common, but also reported, are bacteriophages with another optimal pH like
the ones isolated from the haloalkaline Lake Elmenteita, that have the highest infection capability
at a pH between pH 10–12 [99]. High temperatures may degrade the proteins that built up the
capsid. Moreover, temperature determines the viability, storage and occurrence of bacteriophages.
Taking into account aquaculture waters, the temperature and pH are usually moderate and should
not influence the phage activity, however, the production and formulation process parameters may
not be as gentle [19,100]. Therefore, for effective production, it is better to choose phages with lower
temperatures and pH sensitivities.

Several studies prove that thermal and pH stability is specific for each phage and is different
depending on the phage isolate. Stalin et al., in 2017, described the Vibrio phages VHM1, VHM2 and
VHS1 that may survive up to 50–60 ◦C and are tolerant to pH from 3 to 11 [37]. Another example is
the V. parahaemolyticus-specific phage vB_VpaS_OMN isolated from oyster. This phage, with a broad
host range, is temperature-tolerant up to 50 ◦C and has good pH stability from 5 up to 9 [19]. On the
other hand, in the environment, one can mostly find more demanding phages. Nakai et al. proved that
anti-Lactococcus garvieae phages survive in solutions of different salinity values (NaCl 0–70 g/L) but
have low temperature (5–37 ◦C) and pH (3.5, but to 6–8) stability [101].

Another parameter important for phage stability in aquaculture water is the salt concentration.
It may not influence as much the survival of phages as it influences the efficiency of phage therapy.
It is reported that some bacteriophages require low concentrations of salts for the infection process,
as high concentrations may induce osmotic shock, leading to the inactivation of bacteriophages.
On the other hand, some level of ions is required, as they interact with capsids and stabilize the
protein structure [100]. Again, stable conditions are specific to different bacteriophages. Whitman and
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Marshall [102] showed that psychrophilic Pseudomonas phages (wy and ps1) had low stability in high
concentrations of NaCl, and Hidaka revealed that some marine phages had the highest activity in
seawater [103].

3.6. Bacteriophage Influence on the Environment

Natural functions of bacteriophages are very important in the ecological aspects, e.g., creating
bacterial diversity and supporting biogeochemical element cycling [95,104]. The virulent phages have
a high degree of specificity, do not disturb beneficial bacteria and do not influence the environment [95].
It is claimed that phages are nontoxic to plants, animals and the environment, and there is little evidence
of harmful phage immune responses. However, it is important to develop purified preparations,
uncontaminated with bacterial components [105].

On the other hand, the eradication of a pathogen may lead to a vacated niche that can be
re-invaded by other bacteria. This issue is highly debatable among scientists [106]. Phage therapy in
fish farming areas may have an impact on the environment through the disruption of the microbiome.
Bacteriophages regulate the number of certain bacteria in a given environment and, as a consequence,
they select for some bacteria, thus changing the proportions in a community. Bacteriophages have also
an important impact on the cycling of organic matter in the biosphere at a global level by releasing
organic compounds through bacterial cell lysis [107]. The knowledge about these factors is especially
important in the case of the aquatic environment because it allows for quick dissemination and acts as
a vector for phages [91].

The probability of disruption of environmental bacterial communities may be decreased by using
the smallest phages’ doses. However, phages’ pharmacokinetics is still under-explored and phages
in small amounts might be below the threshold and inefficient during therapy. On the other hand,
phages may reproduce and spread in the environment, not only in a targeted aquaculture system.
Due to the short term experience in phage therapy, it is important to verify the impact of each phage
on the microbial community before its application on an industrial scale [91,108,109].

3.7. Regulatory Approval and Further Perspectives

Overall, because of interesting features, bacteriophages seem to be a good choice in a future pool
of antimicrobials. The scientists work on removing the technical problems connected with global use
of phage therapy but the obstacles now lie in the regulations. In most countries, phages could be
registered only separately, thus the registration of a phage cocktail is very difficult [91]. Up to date,
there are only a few registered phage preparations worldwide and none of them are dedicated to
aquaculture [26]. Moreover, these registrations were not successful in EU countries despite the growing
antibiotic resistance of pathogens, which was notified by EMA. They expressed a need to fasten this
time-consuming process of legislation [110]. The main problem is that the existing regulatory framework
does not correspond well to phage therapy, therefore each case has to be analyzed separately [91,111].
Next, the safety of phage cocktails is still the main obstacle for their use on a mass scale, therefore more
work is needed in this field including the effects of phages on the environment and the risk of gene
transfer [47,91].

It seems that in this post-antibiotic era in which we are living, a final success of phage therapy is
becoming more awaited than ever. The question remains in the registration path—if phages should
serve as a treatment of bacterial diseases or rather as prophylactic agents. However, there are rules that
may be followed to bring closer the success of designed phage therapy. The challenge is to strike the
right balance between the desired and unwanted features of each phage, for example, to choose between
the narrow specificity and coverage of a wide spectrum of bacteria, but the ideal phage would be
strictly virulent, easily produced and stored, unable to perform transduction and free of any virulence
genes. The safest application of ideal phages in aquaculture could be in closed environments such as
recirculating aquaculture systems. All in all, future research should concentrate on the elimination
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of side effects, safety aspects and transition from the in vitro to in vivo state which would encourage
a positive public opinion about phage therapy.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online: http://www.mdpi.com/2079-6382/9/6/301/s1,
Table S1. Application of bacteriophages to control pathogenic bacteria in aquaculture environment.
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13. Weber-Dabrowska, B.; Jończyk-Matysiak, E.; Zaczek, M.; Łobocka, M.; Łusiak-Szelachowska, M.; Górski, A.
Bacteriophage procurement for therapeutic purposes. Front. Microbiol. 2016, 7, 1–14. [CrossRef]

14. Doss, J.; Culbertson, K.; Hahn, D.; Camacho, J.; Barekzi, N. A review of phage therapy against bacterial
pathogens of aquatic and terrestrial organisms. Viruses 2017, 9, 50. [CrossRef]

15. Jassim, S.A.A.; Limoges, R.G. Natural solution to antibiotic resistance: Bacteriophages “The Living Drugs”.
World J. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2014, 30, 2153–2170. [CrossRef]

16. Li, Z.; Li, X.; Zhang, J.; Wang, X.; Wang, L.; Cao, Z.; Xu, Y. Use of phages to control Vibrio splendidus infection
in the juvenile sea cucumber Apostichopus japonicus. Fish Shellfish Immunol. 2016, 54, 302–311. [CrossRef]

17. Park, S.C.; Shimamura, I.; Fukunaga, M.; Mori, K.I.; Nakai, T. Isolation of bacteriophages specific to a fish
pathogen, Pseudomonas plecoglossicida, as a candidate for disease control. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 2000,
66, 1416–1422. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://www.mdpi.com/2079-6382/9/6/301/s1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0170
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20713392
http://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/I9540EN/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-marine-010814-015646
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25251276
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1863-2378.2012.01492.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22697432
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aaw1944
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/509S16a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2007.12.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00284-016-1166-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mimet.2016.07.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.01114
http://dx.doi.org/10.4161/21597081.2014.975540
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26713223
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.01177
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/v9030050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11274-014-1655-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fsi.2016.04.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/AEM.66.4.1416-1422.2000
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10742221


Antibiotics 2020, 9, 301 13 of 17

18. Wang, Y.; Barton, M.; Elliott, L.; Li, X.; Abraham, S.; O’Dea, M.; Munro, J. Bacteriophage therapy for the
control of Vibrio harveyi in greenlip abalone (Haliotis laevigata). Aquaculture 2017, 473, 251–258. [CrossRef]

19. Zhang, H.; Yang, Z.; Zhou, Y.; Bao, H.; Wang, R.; Li, T.; Pang, M.; Sun, L.; Zhou, X. Application of a phage
in decontaminating Vibrio parahaemolyticus in oysters. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2018, 275, 24–31. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

20. Zhang, J.; Cao, Z.; Li, Z.; Wang, L.; Li, H.; Wu, F.; Jin, L.; Li, X.; Li, S.; Xu, Y. Effect of bacteriophages on vibrio
alginolyticus infection in the sea cucumber, Apostichopus japonicus (Selenka). J. World Aquac. Soc. 2015, 46,
149–158. [CrossRef]

21. Kazi, M.; Annapure, U.S. Bacteriophage biocontrol of foodborne pathogens. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2016, 53,
1355–1362. [CrossRef]

22. Sharma, S.; Chatterjee, S.; Datta, S.; Prasad, R.; Dubey, D.; Prasad, R.K.R.; Vairale, M.G. Bacteriophages and
its applications: An overview. Folia Microbiol. 2016, 62, 17–55. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Cooper, C.J.; Mirzaei, M.K.; Nilsson, A.S. Adapting drug approval pathways for bacteriophage-based
therapeutics. Front. Microbiol. 2016, 7, 1–15. [CrossRef]

24. Jault, P.; Leclerc, T.; Jennes, S.; Pirnay, J.P.; Que, Y.A.; Resch, G.; Rousseau, A.F.; Ravat, F.; Carsin, H.; Le Floch, R.;
et al. Efficacy and tolerability of a cocktail of bacteriophages to treat burn wounds infected by Pseudomonas
aeruginosa (PhagoBurn): A randomised, controlled, double-blind phase 1/2 trial. Lancet Infect. Dis. 2019, 19,
35–45. [CrossRef]

25. Wright, A.; Hawkins, C.H.; Änggård, E.E.; Harper, D.R. A controlled clinical trial of a therapeutic
bacteriophage preparation in chronic otitis due to antibiotic-resistant Pseudomonas aeruginosa; A preliminary
report of efficacy. Clin. Otolaryngol. 2009, 34, 349–357. [CrossRef]

26. Colavecchio, A.; Goodridge, L.D. Phage Therapy Approaches to Reducing Pathogen Persistence and
Transmission in Animal Production Environments: Opportunities and Challenges. Preharvest Food Saf. 2017,
5, 291–308. [CrossRef]

27. Carlton, R.M.; Noordman, W.H.; Biswas, B.; De Meester, E.D.; Loessner, M.J. Bacteriophage P100 for
control of Listeria monocytogenes in foods: Genome sequence, bioinformatic analyses, oral toxicity study,
and application. Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 2005, 43, 301–312. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Wittebole, X.; De Roock, S.; Opal, S.M. A historical overview of bacteriophage therapy as an alternative to
antibiotics for the treatment of bacterial pathogens. Virulence 2014, 5, 209–218. [CrossRef]

29. Silva, Y.J.; Moreirinha, C.; Pereira, C.; Costa, L.; Rocha, R.J.M.; Cunha, Â.; Gomes, N.C.M.; Calado, R.;
Almeida, A. Biological control of Aeromonas salmonicida infection in juvenile Senegalese sole (Solea
senegalensis) with Phage AS-A. Aquaculture 2016, 450, 225–233. [CrossRef]

30. Weledji, E.P.; Weledji, E.K.; Assob, J.C.; Nsagha, D.S. Pros, cons and future of antibiotics. New Horizons Transl.
Med. 2015, 4, 9–14. [CrossRef]

31. Assefa, A.; Abunna, F. Maintenance of Fish Health in Aquaculture: Review of Epidemiological Approaches
for Prevention and Control of Infectious Disease of Fish. Vet. Med. Int. 2018, 2018, 1–10. [CrossRef]

32. Defoirdt, T.; Boon, N.; Sorgeloos, P.; Verstraete, W.; Bossier, P. Alternatives to antibiotics to control bacterial
infections: Luminescent vibriosis in aquaculture as an example. Trends Biotechnol. 2007, 25, 472–479.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Vinod, M.G.; Shivu, M.M.; Umesha, K.R.; Rajeeva, B.C.; Krohne, G.; Karunasagar, I.; Karunasagar, I. Isolation
of Vibrio harveyi bacteriophage with a potential for biocontrol of luminous vibriosis in hatchery environments.
Aquaculture 2006, 255, 117–124. [CrossRef]

34. Imbeault, S.; Parent, S.; Lagacé, M.; Uhland, C.F.; Blais, J.F.; Carl, F.; Blais, J.F. Using Bacteriophages to Prevent
Furunculosis Caused by Aeromonas salmonicida in Farmed Brook Trout. J. Aquat. Anim. Health 2006, 18,
203–214. [CrossRef]

35. Kalatzis, P.G.; Bastías, R.; Kokkari, C.; Katharios, P. Isolation and characterization of two lytic bacteriophages,
ϕst2 and ϕgrn1; Phage therapy application for biological control of vibrio alginolyticus in aquaculture live
feeds. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0151101. [CrossRef]

36. Schulz, P.; Robak, S.; Dastych, J.; Siwicki, A.K. Influence of bacteriophages cocktail on European eel (Anguilla
anguilla) immunity and survival after experimental challenge. Fish Shellfish Immunol. 2019, 84, 28–37.
[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2017.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2018.03.027
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29621738
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jwas.12177
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13197-015-1996-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12223-016-0471-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27718043
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.01209
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(18)30482-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-4486.2009.01973.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/microbiolspec.PFS-0017-2017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.yrtph.2005.08.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16188359
http://dx.doi.org/10.4161/viru.25991
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2015.07.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nhtm.2017.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2018/5432497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tibtech.2007.08.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17719667
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2005.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1577/H06-019.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0151101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fsi.2018.09.056


Antibiotics 2020, 9, 301 14 of 17

37. Stalin, N.; Srinivasan, P. Efficacy of potential phage cocktails against Vibrio harveyi and closely related Vibrio
species isolated from shrimp aquaculture environment in the south east coast of India. Vet. Microbiol. 2017,
207, 83–96. [CrossRef]

38. Kokkari, C.; Sarropoulou, E.; Bastias, R.; Mandalakis, M.; Katharios, P. Isolation and characterization of a
novel bacteriophage infecting Vibrio alginolyticus. Arch. Microbiol. 2018, 200, 707–718. [CrossRef]

39. Nikapitiya, C.; Dananjaya, S.H.S.; Chandrarathna, H.P.S.U.; Senevirathne, A.; De Zoysa, M.; Lee, J. Isolation
and Characterization of Multidrug Resistance Aeromonas salmonicida subsp. salmonicida and Its Infecting
Novel Phage ASP-1 from Goldfish (Carassius auratus). Indian J. Microbiol. 2019, 59, 161–170. [CrossRef]

40. Hoang, H.A.; Xuan, T.T.T.; Nga, L.P.; Oanh, D.T.H. Selection of phages to control Aeromonas hydrophila-an
infectious agent in striped catfish. Biocontrol Sci. 2019, 24, 23–28. [CrossRef]

41. Kim, S.G.; Jun, J.W.; Giri, S.S.; Yun, S.; Kim, H.J.; Kim, S.W.; Kang, J.W.; Han, S.J.; Jeong, D.; Park, S.C. Isolation
and characterisation of pVa-21, a giant bacteriophage with anti-biofilm potential against Vibrio alginolyticus.
Sci. Rep. 2019, 9, 1–10. [CrossRef]

42. Ly-Chatain, M.H. The factors affecting effectiveness of treatment in phages therapy. Front. Microbiol. 2014, 5,
1–7. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Labrie, S.J.; Samson, J.E.; Moineau, S. Bacteriophage resistance mechanisms. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 2010, 8,
317–327. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Azam, A.H.; Tanji, Y. Bacteriophage-host arm race: An update on the mechanism of phage resistance in
bacteria and revenge of the phage with the perspective for phage therapy. Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2019,
103, 2121–2131. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Hyman, P.; Abedon, S.T. Bacteriophage host range and bacterial resistance. In Advances in Applied Microbiology,
1st ed.; Laskin, A., Gadd, G., Sariaslani, S., Eds.; Elsevier Inc.: Burlington, VT, USA; Academic Press:
Burlington, VT, USA, 2010; Volume 70, pp. 217–248.

46. Walmagh, M.; Boczkowska, B.; Grymonprez, B.; Briers, Y.; Drulis-Kawa, Z.; Lavigne, R. Characterization of
five novel endolysins from Gram-negative infecting bacteriophages. Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2013, 97,
4369–4375. [CrossRef]

47. Kalatzis, P.G.; Castillo, D.; Katharios, P.; Middelboe, M. Bacteriophage interactions with marine pathogenic
vibrios: Implications for phage therapy. Antibiotics 2018, 7, 1–23. [CrossRef]

48. Cairns, J.; Coloma, S.; Sivonen, K.; Hiltunen, T. Evolving interactions between diazotrophic cyanobacterium
and phage mediate nitrogen release and host competitive ability. R. Soc. Open Sci. 2016, 3, 1608369. [CrossRef]

49. Sarhan, W.A.; Azzazy, H.M.E. Phage approved in food, why not as a therapeutic? Expert Rev. Anti. Infect. Ther.
2015, 13, 91–101. [CrossRef]

50. Mateus, L.; Costa, L.; Silva, Y.J.; Pereira, C.; Cunha, A.; Almeida, A. Efficiency of phage cocktails in the
inactivation of Vibrio in aquaculture. Aquaculture 2014, 424, 167–173. [CrossRef]

51. Gu, J.; Liu, X.; Li, Y.; Han, W.; Lei, L.; Yang, Y.; Zhao, H.; Gao, Y.; Song, J.; Lu, R.; et al. A method for
generation phage cocktail with great therapeutic potential. PLoS ONE 2012, 7, e31698. [CrossRef]

52. O’Flynn, G.; Ross, R.P.; Fitzgerald, G.F.; Coffey, A. Evaluation of a Cocktail of Three Bacteriophages for
Biocontrol. Society 2004, 70, 3417–3424.

53. Laanto, E.; Bamford, J.K.H.; Laakso, J.; Sundberg, L.R. Phage-Driven Loss of Virulence in a Fish Pathogenic
Bacterium. PLoS ONE 2012, 7, e53157. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Carrillo, C.L.; Atterbury, R.J.; Dillon, E.; Scott, A.; Connerton, I.F.; Connerton, P.L. Bacteriophage Therapy to
Reduce Campylobacter jejuni Colonization of Broiler Chickens. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 2005, 71, 6554–6563.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Lin, T.L.; Hsieh, P.F.; Huang, Y.T.; Lee, W.C.; Tsai, Y.T.; Su, P.A.; Pan, Y.J.; Hsu, C.R.; Wu, M.-C.; Wang, J.T.
Isolation of a bacteriophage and its depolymerase specific for K1 capsule of Klebsiella pneumoniae:
Implication in typing and treatment. J. Infect. Dis. 2014, 210, 1734–1744. [CrossRef]

56. Sergueev, K.V.; Nikolich, M.P.; Filippov, A.A. Field and Clinical Applications of Advanced
Bacteriophage-Based Detection of Yersinia pestis. Adv. Exp. Med. Biol. 2012, 954, 135–141. [PubMed]

57. Rørbo, N.; Rønneseth, A.; Kalatzis, P.G.; Rasmussen, B.B.; Engell-Sørensen, K.; Kleppen, H.P.; Wergeland, H.I.;
Gram, L.; Middelboe, M. Exploring the effect of phage therapy in preventing Vibrio anguillarum infections
in cod and turbot larvae. Antibiotics 2018, 7, 1–15. [CrossRef]

58. Chan, B.K.; Sistrom, M.; Wertz, J.E.; Kortright, K.E.; Narayan, D.; Turner, P.E. Phage selection restores
antibiotic sensitivity in MDR Pseudomonas aeruginosa. Sci. Rep. 2016, 6, 26717. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.vetmic.2017.06.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00203-018-1480-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12088-019-00782-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.4265/bio.24.23
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-42681-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2014.00051
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24600439
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro2315
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20348932
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00253-019-09629-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30680434
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00253-012-4294-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/antibiotics7010015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsos.160839
http://dx.doi.org/10.1586/14787210.2015.990383
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2014.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0031698
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0053157
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23308090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/AEM.71.11.6554-6563.2005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16269681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/infdis/jiu332
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22782756
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/antibiotics7020042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep26717


Antibiotics 2020, 9, 301 15 of 17

59. Sultan, I.; Rahman, S.; Jan, A.T.; Siddiqui, M.T.; Mondal, A.H.; Haq, Q.M.R. Antibiotics, resistome and
resistance mechanisms: A bacterial perspective. Front. Microbiol. 2018, 9, 2066. [CrossRef]

60. Matilla, M.A.; Fang, X.; Salmond, G.P. Viunalikeviruses are environmentally common agents of horizontal
gene transfer in pathogens and biocontrol bacteria. ISME J. 2014, 8, 2143–2147. [CrossRef]

61. Kazimierczak, J.; Wójcik, E.A.; Witaszewska, J.; Guziński, A.; Górecka, E.; Stańczyk, M.; Kaczorek, E.;
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